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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 


Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 


SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £i, 000 effected under Tables I. and II. 























NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
Ze 
at Entry. l 
Five, | Ten. | Twenty. | Thirty. Forty. 
£ 8 £ 6 £ 8 £ £ 
20 103 0 191 10 431 0 *736 0 *1,022 
40 112 0 211 0 | 464 10 *819 0 "1,167 0 
40 124 0 232 0 525 10 *939 10 *1,343 10 
50 147 0 276 16 *626 10 a ee ee ere 
60 197 10 372 0 , | a oa eee ae 

















EXAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 ee See oe Oe neers SS 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per 4 


ee 
su 'D, ‘e premiums, 0. =| ers WO! 
be entitled to share in future Profits, ” 





THE WEEKLY REPORTER. 


The WEEKLY REPORTER contains full reports of the facts, arguments, and 
judgments in all the important cases decided in the House of Lords, the Privy 
Council, the Court of Appeal, each of the Divisions of the Hig» Court, and the 
Court of Bankruptcy. Every effort is made to publish the re, orts as speedily 
after the decision of a case as possible. Subscribers to the WEEKLY REPORTER 
receive a copy of the Annual Digest of all the reported cases of the year, and a 
copy of all the important statutes of the year. 





Vol. 34 of the Soxtcrrors’ Journat, and Vol, 38 of the Wexxiy 
Reporter, commenced November 2nd, 1889. 


ANNUAL SUBSORIPTIONS, WHICH MUST BE PAID IN 
ADVANCE: 
SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL and WEEKLY REPORTER, £2 12s, post- 
free, 





WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, £2 12s.. post-free. Single 
Number, 1s. 
OFFICE: 27, CHANCERY LANE, W.C 








SWEET & MAXWELL, LIMITED. 


Just published, royal 8vo, price 25s., cloth. 
CLERK and LINDSELL’S LAW of TORTS.—The Law of 
b gy By sina. Barat of is a leper Temple, and W. H. B. LINDSELL, 
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VOL. XXXIV., No. 3. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, NOVEMBER 16, 1889. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 

On MAKING inquiries we find that the Lord Chancelior has not 
yet filled up the vacancy among the registrars caused by the retire+ 
ment of Mr. Koz. His lordship desires to consult the Chancery 
judges on the subject. What the doubt is, does not appear, but it 
is a simple calculation to find out how many registrars are required 
to attend six courts, so that each may be one day in court 
and one day in chambers. Solicitors rely on the published “ rota 
of registrars ”’ to tell them when they may find a registrar in his 
chambers, and, as matters now stand, it happens on three days in 
every week that one of the six registrars who should, according to 
the rote, be accessible, is in court and cannot be seen. 





We revort elsewhere the decision of the court on what we 
believe is the first case brought before it upon the report of the 
Discipline Committee under the Solicitors Act, 1888. It will be 
seen that, although the committee reported that the solicitor had 
been guilty of professional misconduct, the court adopted their 
recommendation that, considering the extenuating circumstances, 
and the complete restitution which hed been made by the solicitor, 
no further action need be taken in the matter. We trust that 
this may be taken as indicating that in all these cases the court 
will give full weight to the conclusions arrived at by a tribunal, 
which, while certainly not disposed to look with leniency on 
malpractice, is likely to endeavour always fairly to adjust the 
penalty to the offence. 





Tue peato of Mr. Witt1am Starer, the head of the firm of 
Starer, Hxsxis, & Co., of Manchester, and one of the best-known 
members of the great body of solicitors practising in that city, 
deserves more than a passing notice. His career as a lawyer almost 
covered the period of the rise of Manchester from an insignificant 
country town to a commercial metropolis and entirely covered the 


development of the great py y system. There have been few men 
who could look back over a b hae extending over sixty-nine 
years, and still fewer who could say that they had been intimately 


ne nal with , ere hag aaa gy As has 
n stated in ew t, in the capacity 
of colicitortothe Liverpool rand Manchester cw asap the memorable 
occasion of the opening of that line, when Mr. Husxisson met with 
his death, and he was one of the most trusted of the Parlia- 


ULL, | mentary lawyers i in the palmy days of that branch of the profession. 


But it 1s his position as a conveyancing lawyer that chiefly deserves 
notice in these columns. As solicitor to a large number of im- 
nee landowners and commercial undertakings ia Lancashire 
e obtained an almost uvique reputation for soundness of judg- 
ment, skill, and care, in the conduct of affairs. He was pre- 
eminently ‘methodical and accurate, clear-headed and quick of 
apprehension ; and when a man can add to these attributes an ex- 
perience of over halt century in, the most t class of 

ness, there is little wonder that he should obtain a confidence 
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almost unrivalled. He was one of the founders of the Manchester 
Ineo Law Association in 1838, and served the office of 
ent in 1858. We believe that the late Vice-Chancellor 

TTLE was one of his articled clerks. 





AN mirortant apprrion has recently been completed to the 
registers in the Search Office at the Bankruptcy Court in Portugal- 
street. A lexicographical index, comprising all receiving orders 
made in the years 1884 to 1888, both inclusive, for the whole 
of England and Wales, and including also the orders made in the 
High Court, has been prepared with great care by the Bankruptcy 
oe of the Board of Trade. This register enables anyone 

y to ascertain whether any particular person of a give. 
address has become bankrupt during that period. The search, even 
in the case of a name of frequent recurrence, would not occupy 
more than a few minutes, and an uncommon name would be 
searched in less than one minute. The advantage of such an 
index to the public need scarcely be enlarged upon. Solicitors 
will not fail to appreciate the benefit when they bear in mind the 
tedious and almost prohibitory nature of the searches at the Bank- 
ruptcy Court which have been hitherto possible. It is understood 
that the year 1889 will be added as soon as possible after the com- 
pletion of the year in a new volume, and that each year in future 
will be dealt with in the same manner. The new register just 
completed is not only lexicographical, which enables a given name 
to be found with the least possible difficulty, but, where names 
recur, it is also lexicographical having regard to the Christian 
names. Whether, however, so thorough an arrangement will be 
practicable in future volumes remains to be seen. The number of 
names will necessarily be far less in a volume confined to a single 
year, and it may be that a lexicographical arrangement having 
regard to the first vowel in each name will amount to a sufficient 
g up of the entries for practical purposes. It will be 
borne in mind that in the Central Office judgments, &c., are 
indexed according to the first vowel in each name. 
that upwards of 29,000 names have had to be arranged and 
indexed in the new books, and that the work has occupied the 
department several months. The new register includes the records 
from 135 county courts in addition to the High Court in London. 
It will be remembered that this new accommodation is another 
outcome of the persevering efforts of the Incorporated Law Society 
dating from Re Pope (34 W. R. 193), in July, 1886, and from 
the provincial meeting at York in October, 1886, to improve the law 
as regards unregistered incumbrances on land. When the Land 
Charges Registration and Searches Bill, 1888, was in Parliament, 
an objection was taken at the last moment to the sections enacting 
receiving orders should not affect land unless registered under 
Act, and, in deference to the views of the Board of Trade, 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society withdrew those 
4 from their Bill. Itis not easy to see what sufficient reason 

ed for the opposition to those sections, as the cases in which 
is affected must be comparatively few, and it is more for the 
the community at large that titles to land should be 
that secret incumbrances should be kept alive for the 
e benefit of negligent bankruptcy trustees or the creditors 
interests are committed to their care. It is to be hoped that 
early occasion may be found for supplying this further step 
useful ion effected by the Act of 1888. A further 
would be conferred on the public and on the profession if 
gement could be made for official searches to be carried 


searches secured under the Conveyancing Act and under the Land 
Charges Act of 1888. The receipt of the extra fees for official 
searches might be deemed a sufficient inducement to the depart- 
accept this further reform. 
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are best,” says that “King Jaues used to call for his old shoes; 
his The old conveyancer in like 

manner preferred to encase his provisions in forms long tested iv 
; for his clients. The modern con- 
veyamcer would scem occasionally to have a tendency to prefer 
; if be can get them an inch shorter than the old 


which may result. It is not unusual to give power in 4 
marriage settlement to the husband or wife to settle, on a 
future marriage, part of the funds brought into settlement on his 
or her behalf. There is some difference in the event, on the 
happening of which the power is to arise. In the established 
forms in Davidson’s Precedents (vol. 3, pp. 781, 784, 895, 904, 
1202) and in Key & Elphinstone’s Precedents (vol. 2, p. 481 
et seg.) the power does not arise, when exercisable by the wife, 
till after the death of the husband, and vice versd. On the other 
hand, in a more recent collection of precedents of much authority, 
the forms of the power in question do not contain any reference to 
the death of the person by whom the power is not exercisable, 
thus apparently enabling the power to be exercised after a divorce. 
There are two questions arising on trusts in the latter form—(1) 
are they valid, and (2) are they expedient? It is of course 
settled law that no agreement can be made, either in contempla- 
tion of or during marriage, providing what is to be done in case of 
separation or divorce (Merryweather v. Jones, 4 Giff. 509; Procter 
v. Robinson, 14 W. R. 381); and it might perhaps be considered 
that any provision which had, however te , the effect of 
enabling something to be done after divorce which could not be 
done during the marriage, was obnoxious to this rule; but this is 
not the case. The modern form of the ultimate trusts in a settle- 
ment of the fortune of an intended wife on her marriage, giving to 
her 4 power exercisable while not under coverture by deed or will, 
was, it is stated by Mr. Davinson, originally suggested by a diffi- 
culty which arose in carrying into effect arrangements connected 
with a divorce, in consequence of the wife, though relieved of the 
disability of coverture, being (under the old-fashioned form of the 
ultimate trusts) unable to bind the fund in the case of her pre- 
deceasing her husband ; yet we have never heard it even suggested 
that the modern form is invalid as contemplating divorce. It must 
probably be considered that the form of power secondly above 
referred to is valid ; but we believe that a contrary view is held by at 
least one conveyancer of great eminence. We are informed, moreover, 
that the question of the form to be adopted has been twice decided 
in chambers during the last few months, and that in each case the 
chief clerk insisted on the insertion of the words “in case she 
shall survive her husband.” The question whether the omission 
of these words is expedient, is, we think, open to more doubt. It 
might be said that if a man who was endeavouring to seduce his 
neighbour’s wife knew that the probable result would be that, on 
her being divorced, a power would be capable of being exercised in 
his favour, this would be a strong reason tempting him to effect 
his purpose. This, however, may be met by a reference to the 
power of the court granting the divorce to deal with the settle- 
ments. But it does not appear to be expedient to insert in a 
settlement a provision which may probably require to be brought 
before the court in case of a divorce, and which is wholly 
unnecessary for the well-being of the parties so long as they 
behave themeelves. At all events we think that the question is 
worthy of the attention of our readers. 





Tue case of Leake v. Driffield (reported elsewhere ) raises a question 
which is likely to be of frequent occurrence. As is well known, it 
was decided in Palliser v. Gurney (35 W. R. 760, 19 Q. B, D. 519) 
that a contract entered into by a married woman cannot be enforced 
against her subsequently acquired property unless she had separate 
estate at the date of the contract. Such was the construction put 
upon section 1, sub-sections (3) and (4), of the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, by Pzanson, J., in Re Shakespeare (80 Ch. D. 
169), and adopted by the Court of Appeal in the above-mentioned 
case. In Leake v. Driffield the married woman could not be 
said to be without separate property at the time of the contract, 
for she had an interest under a settlement, subject indeed to a 
restraint upon alienation. And she had clothes which ehe had 
bought out of her separate income. But though either of these 
descriptions of proyerty might have been sufficient to fulfil the 
requirement of the law, there was another consideration that had 
to be taken into account. The contract must not merely have been 
entered into by the married woman, but it must be entered into 
with respect to, and to bind her separate estate. Upon this sub- 
section (3) of section 1 is material, which provides that the contract 
shall be deemed to be so entered into unless the contrary is shewn. 
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shewing in some positive ie a contrary intention, but the courts 
have not so construed it, and have let this appear from the mere 
pature of the property. Thus in Harrison v. Harrison (13 P. D. 
180) Corror, L.J., said that the fact of the separate estate 
being inalienable precluded the supposition that the contract of 
the merried woman was entered into with regard to it, and on 
this principle no property subject to a restraint on anticipation, to 
which the married woman is entitled at the date of the contract, 
will be sufficient to attach liability to property subsequently 
acquired. The question of the clothes seems to be new, but it was 
treated in the same way. The circumstance‘ that the married woman 
could not have been supposed to have contracted with the inten- 
tion of binding them was thought to be sufficient to shew a 
contrary intention, and though they might be her te pro- 
perty, yet they could not be made use of to get over the effect of 
Palliser v. Gurney. Leave was given to appeal, but the decision 
seems to fit in with the opinions expressed by the Lords Justices, 
and if it comes before the Court of Appeal it will not improbably 
be supported. It should, therefore, be ascertained, in contracting 
with a married woman, not only that she has separate property, 
but also that it is not of such a nature as to exclude the idea that 
she is contracting on the strength of it. 





Tue case of Buckley v. The Royal National Lifeboat In- 
stitution, reported elsewhere, illustrates once more the hard- 
ship of the present law as to charitable bequests, but does not 
seem to depart from well-established principles. The defendant 
institution claimed to be entitled to certain bonds issued by the 
Swansea Harbour Trustees, but, unless these were pure personalty, 
the deed by which they were given was void under the provisions 
of the former Mortmain Act, or more correctly, Charitable Uses 
Act, 9 Geo. 2, c. 36. The bonds contained an assignment of 
various rates, tolls, and dues, and although the rates and tolls were 
chiefly for passage by water, yet part at least were levied in 
respect of bridges, and it was conceded that the bridges stood upon 
lend vested in the trustees. The law as to securities of this nature 
is now well understood, and the numerous cases on it shew that if 
the bondholder, by exercising his remedies, can entitle himself to 
any land, or any permanent charge issuing out of land, the bond is 
then impure personalty and within the provision of the Act 
(Tyssen’s Law of Charitable Bequests, p. 366). This result, 
indeed, has not been arrived at without difficulty, and is mainly 
due to the manner in which successive cases have been distin- 
guished from the early decision in Knapp v. Williams (4 Ves. 429n), 
where a mortgage of turnpike tolls was held to be within the 
statute. In Jon v. Ashton (28 Beav. 379) this was held to govern 
also the case of bonds charged upon the tolls of a harbour, but such 
a conclusion was shewn by the Court of Appeal to be wrong in 
Re Christmas (33 Ch. D. 332), and Knapp v. Williams was 
rigidly restricted to cases where the tolls involved the use of Jand. 
Another class of cases are also cut off on the authority of Gardner 
v. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Co. (L. R. 2 Ch. 201), on 
the ground that the bond is charged upon the whole und ing 
of a company, and, while it entitles the holder to be paid out of the 
aggregate fund of the earnings, it does not empower him to seize 
any particular tolls. In the present case it was held that the 
bonds were charged, not on the general undertaking of the harbour 
trust, but on specific tolls, and, moreover, that the bondholder, in 
enforcing his security against these, might find it necessary to re- 
ceive the tolls for the bridges, and for that purpose to enter into 
possession of land. It is surprising that charities have not before 
this found themselves strong enough to get the law put upon a 
more rational footing. 





In tHe case of Griffith v. Pound, Mr. Justice Srna 5 pe to 
have settled a new point in relation to the consolidation of mort- 
gages. Three mortgages upon separate properties were made by the 
same mortgagor to the same mortgagee, and in the third, which was 
subsequent to the Conveyancing Act, 1881, the restriction on con- 
solidation contained in section 17 of that Act was excluded. Sub- 
sequently the equity of redemption in the third property was sold 
and, soon after the purchaser had taken possession, he was serv 
by the mortgagee with notice to pay off the charge upon it, 
amounting to over £14,000. This he exerted himself to do, and 


Ee 
by the time appointed was ready with the money, and actually 
tendered it. A few days qiorieutiy: however, the had 
resolved to enforce his right of consolidation, and had served on the 
purchaser notice to that effect. Hence the tender, when made in 
compliance with the original notice, was refused, and the question 
at once arose whether the m e had exceeded his rights. Mr. 
Justice Srietine decided that he had not, and, following the 
argument of Lord Szxzorne, C., in Jennings v. Jordan (6 App. 
Cas. 698), that the mortgages had become, by consolidation, to all 
intents and purposes one mortgage only, compared the case to 
that of a mortgagee who first asks for less than the sum due to 
him, and subsequently, on discovering his mistake, increases his 
demand. The analogy may not be so clear as it appeared to the 
court, and, at any rate, the result puts great hardship upon a 
purchaser of an equity of redemption, who may, after incurring all 
the expense of negotiating a transfer of the mortgage, find that his 
efforts have been made fruitless by the mortgagee’s change of 


purpose. 








HEARING JN CAMERA. 


Wuarever may be thought of Mr. Justice Dewman’s decision to 
hear the case of Malan v. Young in camerd, there can be no doubt 
that it constitutes a startling innovation on the practice of the 
courts, especially of the courts of the Queen’s Bench Division. As 
to the nature of the case not a great deal has been revealed, but it 
is an action brought by a late assistant master of Sherborne School 
against the head master for alleged libels and slanders, and is said 
to involve disagreeable details. The application to have it heard 
in private was supported by both sides, and, after consultation 
with some of his brother judges, Denman, J., was of opinion 
that he had power to consent to this procedure. A protest, which 
was immediately made by Mr. Cuartes Govrp, only resulted in a 
peremptory order to withdraw. This was on Monday. The case 
subsequently proceeded with closed doors, and was on Wednesday 
adjourned till next sittings. 

It does not appear that there is, so far at least as the old common 
law courts were concerned, any precedent for the course thus adopted, 
and, to ascertain whether it can be justified, it is necessary to con- 
sider on what grounds and under what conditions it has been 
allowed elsewhere. Till the present time it would probably have 
been admitted that the custom of hearing all cases in public, with 
certain well defined exceptions, had become a binding principle 
upon the courts, and there have certainly been judges who’ have 
thought that no infringement could be made upon it save by the 
action of the Legislature. 

In the old ecclesiastical courts there is no doubt that suits for 
nullity of marriage, and probably others also, were heard in private, 
and shortly after these courts were replaced by that established by 
the Divorce Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85) the question arose whether 
the power to do this was still in existence. The decision was 
influenced by the fact that in 1859, when the statute 22 & 23 
Vict. c. 61 was before Parliament, a clause providing that the court 
might, where the interests of public decency required it, hold its 
sittings with closed doors, was rejected. Asa matter of fact, it 
was approved by one branch of the Legislature, the House of 
Lords, though struck out by the other, and it would be difficult 
to find in this a decisive intimation of the existing state of the 
law, even supposing the point was at all suitable for a judge’s con- 
sideration. Bawere, the Judge Ordinary, Sir Cresswett Cress- 
WELL relied on the circumstance as shewing that he was not at 
li to exercise a discretion, and in Barneté v. Barnett (29 
L. J. P. & D. 28) he refused an application, concurred in by both 
sides, for the case to be heard in private. That was a suit by the 
wife for judicial separation on the ground of cruelty, and it might 
possibly be said the old ecclesiastical courts would have 
acted in the same way, but a similar decision was immediately 
afterwards given in H. v. C. (Ibid. 29), which was a suit for 
nullity of marriage, and therefore clearly one which would 
formerly have been heard in camerd. On this occasion the Judge 
Ordinary, who relied on his previous decision, was supported 
by Wits, J., and Bramwett, B., and the latter regarded it 
as clear that the court, being a new court, was constituted with 
the ordinary incidents of other English courts of justice, one 





of which was that its ings must be condu in public. 
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open court from 1860 until 1864, when, in Marshall v. Hamilton 
(3 Sw. & Tr. 517), the evidence was of such a nature that Sir 
Joun Write signified a desire that for the future such cases should 
be heard in camerd, and, with the consent of counsel, this was 
done. Subsequently legislative sanction was found for the practice 
in section 22 of the Divorce Act, which provides that the new court 
thereby established should proceed on the same principles as the 
old ecclesiastical courts, and in C. v. O. (1 P. & D. 640) Lord 
Penzance pointed out that this section was an authority for the 
then existing custom of the court to hear nullity cases in private, 
though it did not extend to suits for dissolution of marriage, 
in regard to which the jurisdiction was new. 

It is, however, very questionable whether the power of the old 
ecclesiastical courts to hear cases in private was really confined to 
suits for nullity of marriage, and, as it must have been founded 
upon regard for public decency and morality, it was probably exer- 
cised where desirable in all cases coming before them. Such, at 
least, was the opinion of Lord Penzance in A. v. A. (3 P. & D. 
230), although he does not appear to have been able to refer to any 

ents in support of it. Accordingly in that case he 
ruled that in every matrimonial suit which, before the pass- 
ing of the Divorce Act, might have been determined in an eccle- 
siastical court, it is still competent for a judge having jurisdiction 
in matrimonial causes, if he considers that the circumstances of the 
case require it, to direct that the hearing shall take place in private. 

So far it is perfectly clear that the power to take cases in 
camera depends, in matrimonial matters, on the survival of the 
practice of the old ecclesiastical courts, and the admission of such 
survival detracts nothing from the weight of Baron Bramwet’s 
opinion that the custom of public hearing is in general binding 
upon English courts. It becomes necessary, therefore, to 
examine on what grounds any other infringement of the principle 
has been permitted. Hitherto this appears to have been con- 
fined to the old Court of Chancery and its modern representa- 
tives, and, so far as relates to wards of court and lunatics, the 
matter obviously stands on special grounds. These are persons 


in whose private affairs the court, representing the Crown, as 


Parens Patric, intervenes, and it would be quite unjustifiable 
for matters which are purely of private interest to be necessarily 
made public. Consequently, in such cases, the power of the court 
does not depend on the consent of both parties, and in Ogle 
v. Brandling (2 R. & M. 688) Lord Brovenam, C., on the assur- 
ance of counsel on one side that a private hearing was proper, 
directed accordingly, in spite of the opposition of the other side. 
But in a case of Re Lord Portsmouth (Coop. 106), Lord Expon, 
C., in 1815, went much further, and said that in the case of family 
disputes it had always been the practice in chancery as long as the 
court had existed, on the application of counsel on both sides, to 
hear them in private ; he added, that what was so done was there- 
fore not the act of the judge, but of the parties themzelves. But 
this was clearly a power which the Lord Chancellor regarded as 
vested in himself, and his dictum can hardly justify the extension 
of the practice at the present day to suits between strangers 
in the Queen’s Bench Division. 

The only additions! exception seems to be that suggested in 
Andrew v. Raeburn (L. R. 9 Ch. 522), where it was intimated 
that in a case in which a public hearing would defeat the 
whole object of the suit, the trial might be directed to 
take place in cameré, even against the wish of one of the 
parties, and this principle was acted on subsequently in Mellor 
¥. en (31 Ch. D. 55, and see 30 Soxicrrons’ Jovrwat, 56) 
where the Court of Appeal directed an appeal from an injunction 
to be heard in private. The injunction had been obtained against 
a solicitor to restrain him from disclosing matters communicated to 
him bys client, and the court was assured by counsel for the 
respondent that a public hearing would defeat the object of the 
injunction. It accordingly directed a private hearing even 
against the wish of the appellant, the solicitor. Enumerating the 
above ions to the rule, Jesser, M.R., stated in Nagle- 
Gillman +. Christopher (4 Ch. D. 173) that the High Court of 
Justice had no jurisdiction to hear cases in private, even with the 
consent of the parties, except cases affecting lunatics or wards of 
court, or where a public trial would defeat the object of the action, 
or those cases in which the ice of the old ecclesiastical courts 
in this respect is continued. It may be said perhaps thet a deviation 
froms the Jaw 2s thus laid down occurred in Badische Anilin und 





Soda Fabrik v. Levinstein (31 W. R. 913, 24 Ch. D. 156), which wag 
an action brought to restrain the infringement of a patent. In cross. 
examination questions were put tothe defendant in that case which 
would have the effect of revealing his secret process, and on his 
electing to answer them, the hearing was, by Mr. Justice Pzarson’s 
direction, continued in camerd for three days. But the principle 
followed here was not dissimilar to that suggested in Andrew v. 
Raeburn, as, in the event of the plaintiff failing, the defendant 
would have been irreparably . 

Clearly, therefore, it cannot be said that the record of the cases 
is in favour of the course adopted by Mr. Justice Denman in 
Malan v. Young. If we are to assume that the evidence to be 
produced was of an offensive nature, it is shewn by all the cases 
in the divorce courts that this by itself would be no reason fora 
private hearing ; the practice there, at any rate, is strictly limited 
to matters which would have come formerly before the old ecclesi- 
astical courts. As to the object of the suit, an action for libel brought 
by a man to clear his character, it may rather be said that a public 
hearing is necessary to it than destructive of it. Moreover, the 
suggestion put forward by counsel, that third parties might be 
injured, is one that seems to be quite new, and, if allowed, would 
permit of numerous suits being tried in camerd. It seems, 
indeed, that there is no ground, hitherto recognized by the courts, 
upon which the present innovation can be justified, and against 
the advice given to Mr. Justice Denman on the spur of the 
moment by some of his brother judges, may be set the specific 
authorities referred to above. It is possible, of course, that the 
public hearing might have been attended with danger to the 
school, but such a consideration would not have been regarded in 
the absence of the consent of both sides to a private hearing, 
and, in this respect, it is not clear how the existence of such 
consent could have made any difference. The fact is that the 
compliance of the parties to an extent, which, as Lord Expon said, 
made the judge merely an arbitrator between them, should have 
been carried further, and, if it were desired to keep the circustances 
of the case private, an arbitration ought to have been decided 
on in the first instance. When, however, the parties were once 
before the court, there should have been no escape from the 
publicity which the plaintiff at least had courted, and certainly 
not when it is remembered that the alleged libels may, as Mr. 
Gout» said, have involved matters of direct public interest. 








THE WORK OF THE COUNTY COURTS AND OTHER 
LOCAL COURTS IN 1888. 


There are at the present time 56 county court circuits, and courts 
are held at 501 localities. The number of plaints entered in all the 
county courts in 1888, including cases from the superior courts, was 
1,044,439, as compared with 1,024,107 in 1887. The number of 
actions determined was 655,965. Judgment summonses were issued 
to the number of 201,335, and 119,849 of these were heard; 54,995 
warrants of commitment were issued, and 6,429 debtors were im- 
prisoned. There were 237,416 executions issued against goods, and 
4,659 sales rade. The total amount for which plaints were entered 
was £3,024,964, and plaintiffs obtained judgment for amounts aggre- 
gating £1,586,028 debts and £123,589 costs. The fees taken in 
respect of all ——— in county courts amounted to £426,213. 
In addition to this s debts jurisdiction there were proceedings 
under other jurisdictions as follows—viz., 55 warrants to arrest 
absconding debtors; 312 actions under the Employers’ Liability Act; 
169 orders for protection of deserted wives; 1,584 poe Mest notices 
and declarations of inability; and 4,367 petitions for receiving 
orders. All the above figures shew an increase in 1888 over those of 
eT aaa as regards the fees received, which shew a decrease of 

335. 

County courts equity jurisdiction.—The total number of equitable 
suits or proceedings in county courts during the year 1888 was 730, 
of which 230 were for administration of estates and 138 for fore- 
closure or redemption of mortgages. The amount of the subject- 
matter was £78,189, and only 3 cases were eppeated from. 

County courts admiralty jurisdiction. — Under this jurisdiction 
there were 242 actions or p i during the year, and 58 final 
decrees were made. The vessels so vectiual £548, and the costs of 
= amounted to £52, There were 39 actions pending at the end of 

e year. 

City of London Court.—In this court 26,775 plaints were entered 
during the year 1888, and 12,116 cases were determined ; 1,716 judg- 
ment summonses were issued, and 179 warrants of commitment 
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issued, but only 18 debtors were imprisoned. Executions 

were issued to the number of 6,462, but only 75 sales were 
made, The total sum for which plaints were issued was £114,223, 
and the fees on all proceedings amounted to £13,445. The court sat 
on 182 days. The equitable proceedings in this court only amounted 
to 10 in the year, and the admiralty proceedings to 181, 

Borough, hundred, and manoria! courts. — Among the twenty- 
seven local courts having civil jurisdiction, the Hun of Salford 
Court of Record heads the list with an issue of 16,522 writs for 
£150,922. The Bristol Tolzey Court comes next, shewing an issue of 
2,227 writs for an aggregate of £12,691, and then the Liverpool 
Court of Passage, in which 2,037 writs were issued for sums amounting 
in the whole to £39,187. Of the remaining 24 of these local courts 
there was no business in 11, and in the remaining 13 the business in 
most cases shews & decrease. 

The Lord Mayor’s Court of London.—The number of actions entered 
in the Lord Mayor’s Court was 16,026, shewing, as compared with 
the numbers of 1887, a decrease of 606, and there were in 1888 also 
10 ejectments. The total amount claimed in these actions was 
£384,891, as against £417,383 in 1887. There were 447 committals 
issued, and 263 debtors arrested, but only 2 imprisoned. No forei 
attachments have been issued during the last seven years. On the 
equity side of the court 10 bills were filed in 1888, as against a like 
number in 1887. The fees (exclusive of costs) on all proceedings 
amounted to £8,748 in 1888 and to £8,848 in 1887. 

Stannaries courts.—In 1888 the registrar of the Court of the 
Vice- Warden of the Stannaries reports that there were 7 creditors’ 
suits, for an aggregate of £466, in 1888, there having been no business 
whatever in 1887 and 1886, while the whole number of suits in the 
years 1885 and 1884 was only 6. Under the common law jurisdiction 
in Cornwall there were 12 proceedings by writ and 6 by plaint in 
1888, and there were also 2 petitions for winding up. One appeal 
was lodged in 1888 and 3 in 1887. 








LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
SALE OF COAL AND BREAD, 
(WEIGHTS AND MEAsuREsS Act, 1889 (52 VictT. co. 21), ss. 20—32.) 


We noticed Part I. of this Act a fortnight ago, Part IL. extends 
to England and Ireland the substance of the provisions with regard to 
the sale of coal which, under 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. lxxvi. and 1 & 2 Vict. 
c. ci, applied only to the cities of London and Westminster and 
within a distance of twenty-five miles from the General Post Office. 
The only general provision in existence hitherto is one requiring all 
coal to be sold by weight, and not by measure, under a penalty of 
forty shillings. This was contained in the Weights and Measures 
Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 63, s. 9), and was re-enacted by the 
Act of 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 49, schedule). The provision is now 
contained, in a slightly altered form, in section 20 of the present 
Act. This requires all coal to be sold by weight only, except where, 
by the written consent of the purchaser, it is sold by boat load or by 
wagons or tubs delivered from the colliery into the works of the pur- 
chaser. The penalty for selling otherwise is a fine not exceeding £5. 

After this general enactment, the policy of the Act is directed 
chiefly to the following matters:—(1) The notification to the 
purchaser of the weight of coal to be delivered to him; (2) the 
providing of a due supply of weighing machines; (3) power for 
various persons to require the weighing of coals or vehicles; (4) 
powers for local authorities to make bye-laws and for the Queen in 
Council to make local exemptions from the operation of the Act. Of 
these, then, in order, 

1, The notification to the purchaser of the weight of coal to be 
delivered to him.—The sections upon this aim oe) refer to the sale of 
coal in any quantity exceeding two hundredweight—under the 
metropolitan Acts the limit is five hundredweight—and make speci 
provision also for the case where the coal is delivered in bulk. In all 
cages, under section 21, it is necessary for the seller to deliver, or 
cause to be delivered, or to be sent by post or otherwise, to the pur- 
chaser or his servant, before any part of the coal is unloaded, a 
weight-ticket in a form similar to that given in the 
third schedule to the Act. If default is made > ae 
or if the quantity delivered is less than that e 
in the ticket, the seller is liable to a fine not exceeding £5. A similar 
penalty is imposed on any attendant on the vehicle in which the coal 
is carried who refuses or a to deliver the note, or to shew it, 
on request, to an inspector of weights and measures or other proper 
officer, These provisions correspond to those of 1 & 2 Vict. o. ci, s. 3, 
with the insertion of the permission to send the weight-ticket by 
post, and with the penalties reduced from £20 to the above amount. 
Section 22 provides that where the coal is conveyed for delivery in a 
vehicle in bulk, the seller shall have the weight of the vehicle, as well 
as of the coal contained therein, previously ascertained by a weighing 


instrument stamped by the inspector of weights and measures, an 
shall have the tare weight of the vabisle mminn on it in ach 
manner as the local authority shall approve. In such case the 
weight-ticket is to give a statement of the weight of the vehicle, or 
of vehicle and the animal drawing it where both are wei 
together with the load, as well as ofthe coal. The penalty, as before, 
is a fine not exceeding £5. This provision corresponds with that in 
1 & 2 Will. 4, c. Ixxvi., s. 49, where, however, the penalty was a sum 
not exceeding £50, and by section 51 there was a similar penalty if 
the deficiency of such coal delivered in bulk was over two hundred- 
weight, and one of £10 if less. The latter cases are now covered by 
section 21. With regard to sales of coal in quantities under two 
hundred weight, there is no need for weight-tickets, but, by section 24, 
if any person on such sale fraudulently delivers to the purchaser a 
less quantity than that agreed to be sold, he is liable to a fine not 
exceeding £5. A similar penalty is imposed by section 23, in favour 
both of sellers and purchasers, upon persons in charge of vehicles in 
which coal is being carried in case they wilfvlly make any false 
statement as to the tare weight of the vehicle, or wilfully do any act 
by which either the seller or the purchaser is defrauded. 
2. The providing of a due supply of weighing machines .—Under 1 
& 2 Will. 4, c. lxxvi., s. 59, proper weighing machines are to be kept 
within the metropolitan district at every watch-house or police station. 
It is now provided more generally, by section 26 of the present Act, 
that the local authority may provide both fixed and portable weighi 
instruments at convenieat for the weighing of coal, and may 
appoint —— persons to keep them. The penalty on the keeper of 
a fixed weighing instrument who refuses, without reasonable excuse, 
to a or re-weigh any vehicle of coal, or does itin such a manner as 
wilfully to defraud either the seller or the purchaser, is a sum not ex- 
ceeding £5. Moreover, by section 25, if there is no weighing instru- 
ment near & where coal is sold by retail for delivery at such 
place, the seller must provide one himself, and must, at the request of 
@ purchaser, or inspector of weights and measures, or other proper 
officer, weigh any coal before sale or delivery. The penalty fora 
first offence is a fine not exceeding £2, and subsequently £5. This 
enactment reproduces the substance of 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. Ixxvi., s, 58, 
which, however, was more stringent in requiring absolutely that no 
coals under 560 lbs. in weight should be sold without being weighed. 

3. Power for various persons to require the weighing of coals or 
vehicles. —The provisions under this head are contained in sections 
27 and 29. The former confers power upon any seller or pur- 
chaser of coal, person in charge of the vehizle, inspector of 
weights and measures, and other am ped officer to require any coal, 
or any vehicle used for the carriage of coal in bulk, to be weighed or 
re-weighed. But for this purpose no seller of coal, or person in 
charge of a vehicle, is to be — to carry coal beyond such dis- 
tance, not exceeding half a mile, as may be prescribed by the local 
authority. Moreover, if the weighing or re-weighing takes at 
the instance of the purchaser, and it turns out that the weight 
originally stated was correct, the purchaser is to be liable for the pay- 
ment of all reasonable costs incurred. Any person obstructing any 
weighing or re-weighing is to be liable to a fine not exceeding £5. 
This section reproduces substantially 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. lxxvi., s. 50, as 
to the carriage of coals in bulk, and sections 54—57, as to the 
carriage of coal in sacks; but the object of those provisions is, 
happily, now attained in a much smaller compass. Section 29 
amplifies the powers ly, by section 27, conferred 
inspectors of weights and measures and other proper officers, 
enables them to enter buildings where coal is kept for sale, and to 
stop vehicles carrying coal for sale or delivery to a purchaser ; 
may then test any weights or weighing instruments found in 
building or vehicle, and weigh any coal therein or in course of 
delivery to a purchaser. Any defici in weight renders the 
seller, or the person in charge of the vehicle, liable to a penalty not 
exceeding £5, and in the event of any rs) ing or 
hindering an inspector, the same fine for a first offence may be 
in to one of £10 for a second. 

4 Power for local authorities to make bye-laws and for the 
in Council to make local exemptions.—By section 28 local au 
may make bye-lawsin regard to certain matters not expressly regulated 
by oe —, coe om * the sale of —_ in quantities web 
two hun weight, carrying of weighing instrumen 
vehicle in which coal is being carried, the ‘distance 
coal is not to be required to be carried for 
weighed or re-weighed, and the to be paid for the use of 
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bulk, is now left to the discretion of the local authority. Section 30 
provides that the Queen in Council may exempt any area from the 
provisions of this part of the Act on being satisfied that more 
stringent provisions are already in force under local Acts. - 
cation for this purpose must be made by the local authority o 

area. The references we have made to the Acts in force over the 
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Section 31 provides that this part of the Act, except the provision 
requirin to be sold by weight only, shall not extend to Scot- 
land. It may be noted that the present Act does not reproduce the 
opengl 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. lxxvi., s. 45, which imposes a penalty 

the sale of one sort of coals for another; nor that of section 48 of 
the same Act, which requires sacks to contain either 112lbs. or 
224Ibs. net, except where the coals are delivered by gang labour. 

The operation of the Act as to bread is limited to the explanation 
contained in section 32 that nothing in 3 Geo. 4, c. cvi., 8. 9, or 
6&7 Will. 4, c. 37, s. 7, is to make a baker liable for refusing to 
weigh bread in the presence of the purchaser unless the purchaser 
requests him to do so. The palpable bull contained in this form of 
fae pe we have already noticed (33 Sonicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
721) and attempted to explain. 

Part IV. of the Act contains various supplemental provisions to 
which it does not seem necessary particularly to refer. It may be 
noticed, however, that, by section 33, no proceeding or conviction 
for an offence under the Actis to affect any civil remedy to which the 
person aggrieved may be entitled. 








REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT COSTS. 


PRECEDENTS OF Brits oF CosTs IN THE CounTy CoURTS; WITH 
ScALES OF ALLOWANCES AND CourRT FEES, ORDERS AND RULES 
oF CoURT RELATING TO CosTs, AND Form or OBJECTIONS TO 
TaxaTion. By WittiAM Frank SUMMERHAYS and THORNTON 
Toocoop, Solicitors. This Edition by THORNTON TooGoon. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This volume, which is a reprint of a portion of the sixth edition 
of the larger work by the same authors, entitled ‘‘ Precedents of Costs 
in the Chancery and other Divisions,” is a very useful compilation 
which cannot fail to be appreciated by practitioners in the county 
courts. It contains, besides the provisions of the existing County Courts 
Act and Rules on the subject of costs, thirty carefully-prepared pre- 
cedents of bills of costs, —— with reference to the common law, 

ity, and admiralty jurisdiction of the county courts. Each 
these precedents indicates what costs are chargeable in respect of 
the various proceedings of an action or matter, in the order in which 
such proceedings would in actual practice naturally occur, thus 
facilitating immediate reference, A good index will be found at the 
end of the volume. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
SOLICITORS’ AUCTION CONTRACT FEES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—The practice of some Bristol solicitors of charging a pur- 
chaser on a sale by auction of property with the payment to the 
auctioneer of a fee of a guinea per cent. on the first £1,000 of the 

-money, and of a further half a guinea per cent. beyond 
£1,000, and the like fee to the vendor’s solicitor for the contract, is 
= . that of some solicitors who, on a sale by auction of 

c in Wales, inserted the following as one of their printed con- 
ns of sale (of which I enclose you a copy). 
png og om! after the sale pay to the auctioneers a fee calculated 


£100, 
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Court of Appeal, 


PRAED v. GRAHAM—No. 1, 13th November. 


Practice—Acrion For Linet—NeEw TrRiaL—Excessive DAMAGES—PRINCIPLE 
ON WHICH New TRIAL WILL BE GRANTED. 


Action for libel in which the jury awarded the plaintiff £500 damages. 
Application was made for a new trial on the ground that the damages 
were excessive. The Divisional Court refused the motion. 


Tue Court (Lord Esxer, M.R , and Linpiey and Lorzs, L, JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuzr, M.R, said that the rule of conduct of the court 
to which application was made to set aside a verdict on the ground that 
the damages were excessive, in an action such as an action for libel, was as 
nearly as possible the same as that on which the court acted when an 
application was made to set aside a verdict on the ground that it was 
against the weight of evidence. The rule might be stated thus:—If the 
court came to the conclusion from all the circumstances that, though the 
pees ag were larger than they would have given, yet they could not say 
that the damages were so large that no twelve reasonable men could have 

iven them, then the court could not interfere. Butif the court came to 

e conclusion that no twelve reasonable men could have given such large 
damages, then the court would interfere and set the verdict aside. That 
rule was in substance the same as that stated by Fitzgerald, b., and 
adopted by Palles, O.B., in McGrath v. Bourne (10 Ir. Rep. O. L. 160) 
that no reasonable proportion must exist between the amount of the 
damages and the circumstances of the case to entitle the court to set the 
verdict aside. Linpuiey and Lorpgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsg., Lockwood 
Q.C., and Atherley Jones; Filian. Soxtcrrors, W. Bohn; White & De 
Buriatte. 


HORNSEY LOCAL BOARD v. MONARCH BUILDING SOCIETY—No. 1, 
2nd and 7th November. 


Locat GovernmentT—Locat Government Act, 1858 (21 & 22 Vicr. c. 98), 
s. 62—EXxpPmENsEs INCURRED By Loca Boarp—Ouarce on PaemMisEs— 
Srarure or Luwrrations (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57). 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Mathew and 
Grantham, JJ.), reported 37 W. R. 556, 23Q. B. D. 149. In 1875 the 
plaintiffs completed certain works in pursuance of the Local Government 
Act, 1858, in respect of premises of which the defendants subsequently 
became owners. The apportionment of the expenses incurred was made 
in 1885, and demand for them was made on the defendants in 1887. In 
1888 this action was commenced in the county court, cluiming, under 
24 & 25 Vict. c. 61, s. 24, a declaration that the expenses were a charge 
on the — and for a sale of the premises to effectuate the charge. 
The defendants relied on the Statute of Limitations, and also set up that 
they were purchasers Without notice of the charge. The county court 
judge gave judgment for the plaintiffs, but his decision was reversed by 
the Divisional Court. The plaintiffs appealed, but 


Tue Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ.), having 
taken time to consider the question, dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuezr, 
M.R, said that the question was as to the construction to be put upon 
the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, s. 8. The case of Zhe Tottenham 
Local Board v. Rowell (15 Oh. D. 378), which had been followed by Re 
Bettesworth and Richer (36 W. R. 544, 37 Ch. D. 535), had decided that, 
under section 62 of the Local Government Act, 1858, the expenses 
became a charge upon the premises in respect of which they were in- 
curred the moment that they were incurred. There could be no doubt 
that the present action was a proceeding to recover a sum of money 
charged upon or payable out of land within the meaning of section 8 of 
the Statute of Limitations. But it was urged that in 1875 there was no 
m capable of receiving it at that time because the expenses had not 
apportioned. But the Act only required a person who had a right 
to receive the monsy and was capable of giving a discharge for or release 
of it. The Act must be read according to the plain and ordinary meaning 
of the words, and therefore, although in 1875 the local board might not 
have been able to enforce the payment of the money because the expenses 
had not been apportioned, yet they had then the right to receive it, and, 
if so, since they were not under any incapacity, they were capable of 
giving a for or release of it. The opposite construction would 
give rise to an anomaly, since it would put it into the power of the local 
board to their action indefinitely by postponing the apportion- 
ment. e Statute of Limitations therefore ran from the time the charge 
attached tothe land, and the plaintiffs were too late in their action. As 
to the question of purchase without notice of the charge he would say 
nothing now, as the point became immaterial; but he should hesitate 
before to the argument that the charge could not be enforced 
against a purc without notice. Linpizy and Lorzs, L.JJ., delivered 
judgment to the same effect —Oounset, Shiress Will, Q.0., and Mac- 
morran ; Henn Collins, Q.C., and Montague Lush. Souicirors, Tatham & 
Hardy ; W. H. Withall § Co, ° 





STROUSBERG v. SAUSDERS—O.A. No.2, 7th November. 


Oosts —Taxation—Onszections—ALLowance or Irems py Taxina Masrar 
APTER DISALLOWANCE IN THE Finst Instance—Summons TO Revigew— 
Cross Onsecrions—R, 8, O., LXV., 27, sus-nuies 39, 41. 
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the master’s decision. Sub-rule 39 of rule 27 of order 65 provides that 
‘any party who may be dissatisfied with the a// or disall by 
the taxing officer, in any bill of costs taxed by him, of the whole or an 
part of any items, may, at any time before the certificate or allocatur 
signed, deliver to the other party interested therein, and carry in before the 
taxing officer, an objection in writing to such allowance or disall ; 
specifying therein by a list, in a short and concise form, the items, or 
parts thereof, objected thereto, and the grounds and reasons for such 
objections, and may thereupon apply to the taxing officer to review the 
taxation in respect of the same.’’ By sub-rule 41, ‘‘any who may 
be dissatisfied with the certificate or allocatur of the officer, as to 
any item “7 of an item which may have been object 
said, may, Within fourteen days from the date of the certificate or alloca- 
tur, or such other time as the court or judge or taxing officer, at the time 
he signs his certificate or allocatur, may allow, apply to a judge at 
chambers for an order to review the taxation as to the same item or part 
of an item, and the judge may thereupon make such order as the j — 
may think just; but the certificate or allocatur of the taxing officer 1 
be final and conclusive as to all matters which shall not have been objected 
to in manner aforesaid.”” In the present case the tiff had been 
ordered to pay to ono of the defendants the costs of a motion in the 
action. On the taxation of the costs the taxing master expressed his 
intention of disallowing certain items in the bill. The defendant carried 
in objections in writing to the disallowance, and the taxing master then 
came to the conclusion that his original view was erroneous, and allowed 
the items. The plaintiff did not carry in objections to the allowance of 
the items, but took out a summons to review the master’s certifi- 
cate. Stirling, J., held that, as the plaintiff had not carried in objections 
to the allowance, the summons could not be entertained. On the eppeal 
it was urged that it was sufficient that objections had been carried 
the defendant. 
Tue Court (Corron and Fry, L JJ.) affirmed the decision. Corton, 
LJ., said it had been contended that the only object of a written objec- 
tion was that the judge might know what were the items objected to. In 
his lordship’s opinion that was not the only bry ws of the objections ; it 
was intended that the objecting p: should state his reasons, so that 
he might be confined to the points which he had raised before the papon | 
master. Sub-rule 39 required that he should state “the grounds an 
reasons ’’ for his objections. The right of ap) to the judge depended 
on this. If the plaintiff had carried in objections it would have been the 
duty of the taxing master to reconsider his decision. It was argued that 
sub-rule 41 had been complied with, because the plaintiff asked the 
jndge to review the taxation of items which had been “‘ objected to.” 
ut the previous objections were to the disallowance of the items, not to 
their allowance. On the fair construction of the rule it must mean 
‘objected to by the person who is applying to review the taxation.” 
Fry, L J., said that sub-rule 41 used the words “‘ objected to as afore- 
said.’” Sub-rule 39 referred to objections ‘‘ to such allowance or disallow- 
ance.”’ There were two distinct classes of objection. An objection to the 
disallowance of an item was not the same thing as an objection toits allow- 
ance.—CounsgL, Orackanthorpe, Q.O., and A.A. Terrell ; Buckley, Q.C., 
and Upjohn. Sourcirors, Cuddon § Co. ; Rooke ¢ Sons. 


Re FRISBY, ALLISON v. FRISBY—No. 2, 12th November. 


Srarure or Lirrarions—Parincrpat AND Surgety—Mortcace—Joint AND 
SEVERAL CoveNANT BY MorrcGacor AND SURETY FOR PAYMENT OF PRINcI- 
PAL AND InTEREST—Payment or InrEREsT BY Mortcacor—Dssr KEPT 
ALIVE AGAINST Surety—‘‘ Co- contractor "—3 & 4 Wut. 4, c. 27, s 40 
—3 & 4 Wut. 4, c. 42, ss. 3, 5—Mazrcantizz Law AMENDMENT Act, 
1856 (19 & 20 Vicr. c. 97), s. 14—Rzat Property Lraration Act, 1874 
(37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57), s. 8. 

This was an appeal from the decision of Kay, J. (37 W. R. 603, 33 
Soxicrrors’ Journat, 489), the question being, whether section 8 of the 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, has any operation in barring the 
remedy of a mortgagee against a surety who, with the mo ‘or, has 
entered into a joint and several covenant to pay the mortgage debt and 
interest, and, if so, whether payment of interest by the mortgagor will 
keep alive the mortgagee’s remedy against the surety. Section 8 provides 
that ‘no action, or suit, or other proceeding shall be brought to recover 
any sum of money secured by any mortgage, judgment, or lien, or other- 
wise charged upon, or payable out of, any land or rent, at law or in 
equity, or any legacy, but within twelve years next after a present right 
to receive the same shall have accrued to some person capable of giving a 
discharge for or release of the same, unless in the meantime some part of 
the principal money, or some interest thereon, shell have been paid, or 
some acknowledgment of the right thereto shall have been given in 
writing, — by the person 4 whom the same shall be payable, or his 
ageut, to the person entitled thereto, or his t; and in such case no 
such action, or suit, or proceeding shall be brought but within twelve 
years after such payment or acknowledgment, or the last of such payments 
or acknowledgments, if more than one was given.’’ And section 14 of the 
Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856, provides that, ‘‘ in reference to the 
provisions of the Acts ‘21 Jac. 2, c. 16,8. 3; 3&4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 3; 
and 16 & 17 Vict. c. 113, s. 20,’ when there shall be two or more co- 
contractors or co-debtors, whether bound or liable jointly only or 
jointly and severally, or executors or administrators of any con- 
tractor, no such co-contractor or co-debtor, executor or adminis- 
trator shall lose the benefit of the said enactments, or any of 
them, so as to be chargeable in respect or by reason only of 
payment of any principal, interest, or other money by any other or 
others of such co-contractors or co-debtors, executors or trators.’’ 
Tn the present case the mortgage deed wan dated the 10th of December, 
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1872. By it Edward Frisby covenanted to surrender 
jam os to secure £800 advanced by her to him. 
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m debt with interest on the 10th of June, 1873. a Se 
duly the interest on the mortgage up to the 10th of December, 1880, 
after which date he had made no t. In November, 1882, the mort- 
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payment of interest by the 
the remedy against the surety. also held section 14 of 
the Mercantile Law Amendment Act ap only to the enactments ex- 
pressly mentioned in it. 

Tur Oovurr (Corron, Bewan, and Fray, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that this court had already decided in Sutton v. Sutton 
(31 W. BR. 369, 22 Ch. D. 511) that section 8 applied, not only to 


brought to enforce a mortgage against the land subject to it, b 
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BUCKLEY ». THE ROYAL NATIONAL LIFEBOAT INSTITUTION—No. 2, 
13th November. 


Morrmain—Girt Tro Cuanrry—Vauinrry—Inrerest 1x Lanp—Bonps oF 
Harnour Trustass—9 Gro. 2, c. 36. 


Tle wes on sued cuales > Gatien, of Batty 2, Oe Soxicrrors' 
Journal, 286, 37 W. R. 613, 41 Ch. D. 168). 

bonds issued by the Swansea Harbour Trustees 

in land,”’ wi the meaning of 9 Geo, 2, c. 36, so that 
be validly given by deed to the defendant charities, 
authorized to hold land. The bonds were issued 

by the Swansea Harbour Act, 1854, and by each 
consideration of £100 paid to their treasurer by the bondholder, granted 
and assigned to him ‘‘ such proportion of the several rates, tolls, rents, 
and other moneys arising and accruing 
said sum of £100 doth or shal sum, is, 
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”? as a security for the payment of the principal of the bond and 
The purposes ef the Act were the construction and 
quays, locks, and other works, and the 
conservancy of the bay and harbour of Swansea. Section 56 empowered 


interest thereon. 
maintenance of docks, 


the trustees to purchase land by agreement for the purposes of the Act, 
and sections 59 and 60 empowered the trustees to construct certain speci- 
fied works. Section 125 empowered the trustees from time to time to 
demand and take, in respect of vessels entering or leaving the 
harbour, the several rates specified in a schedule to the Act; and sections 
126 and 127 conferred si powers in respect of goods landed into or 
discharged from vessels lying in the harbour. Section 131 empowered 
the trustees to demand, in respect of all goods passing through a speci- 
fied lock, certain rates. Section 136 authorized the trustees to erect and 
maintain toll-gates upon or adjoining certain bridges, and by section 137 
the trustees were empowered to demand certain tolls in respect of vehicles, 
beasts, and foot passengers passing over the bridges. Section 152 em- 
powered the trustees to lease any of the rates, dues, and tolls by the Act 
authorized at a rent for any term not exceeding three years. By section 
99 the trustees were empowered, for the purpose of enabling them to 
construct the works authorized by the Act, to borrow any 
sum not exceeding £80,000, ‘‘on mortage of the several tolls, rates, 
and dues by this Act authorized.’ Section 102 provided that the trustees 
should “‘ set apart annually out of the rates, dues, and tolls, as a sinking 
fund, to be applied in paying off the principal sums from time to time 
secured on mortgage,’’ a specified amount. By section 104 ‘‘the mort- 
gages under this Act may enforce the payment of the arrears of interest 

to them by the appointment of a receiver.”” By section 108 all the 
rates, dues, and other moneys received by the trustees were to be paid to 
credit of the ‘‘ Swansea Harbour Fund.” By section 110 ‘‘ the moneys 


Ege 


be applied, first, in paying the interest on moneys borrowed under ”’ 
Act and come prior Acts; ‘‘ secondly, in maintaining and regulating 
harbour and the navigation thereof” ; thirdly, in payment of certain 
it-charges secured under the Act; ‘‘fourthly, in payment of the sums 
by this Act required to be set apart to form a sinking fund; and the 
jus, if any, shall be applied for such of the purposes of this Act as the 
trustees from time to time think fit.” The Act did not in express terms 
authorize the trustees to mortgage any land or rent belonging to them, 
the Commissioners’ Clauses Act, 1847, was incorporated with the 
special Act, and that Act does authorize a mortgage of rent. The bonds 
follow a form which is given in the Act of 1847. North, J., held that the 
did not amount to a mortgage of the whole undertaking, but created 
a charge on the specific rates, dues, and tolls. He was of opinion that the 
tolls or rates in of ships and goods did not in any way savour of 
realty. But he held that the bridge tolls were an “interest in land’’ 
the Mortmain A uently the bonds which com- 
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shi 
ct, and that conseq 
tolls could not be given to the defendant charities. 

Caver (Lord Cotzrves, O.J., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Lord Cotznimesr, O.J., said that the power to issue the bonds 
was created by the Act of 1854. The bonds were in the form given in the 
Commissioners’ Clauses Act, the words of which had been closely followed. 
The words of the bond and the power to issue it contained in section 99 
of the special Act differed as regarded the use of the word ‘‘ rents,” a 

of “‘rent”’ not being expressly authorized by section 99. But 
‘ ’ Clauses Act was incorporated in the Act of 1854, and 
it did apparently give power to mortgage “‘ rents.’’ It was not, however, 
necessary to discus this matter, for, assuming that a mort, of ‘‘ rents”’ 
was not authorized, the bond would still be valid as regarded “‘ rates, tolls, 
and dues.” The question then arose whether the ‘‘ rates, tolls, or dues”’ 
were within the Mortmain Act. A great deal had been said about Knapp v. 
Williams (4 Ves. 430). If that case was an authority binding on this court, 
there appeared to be an end of the ees that the bridge tolls were not 
an interest in land. It decided that which were not distinguishable 
from those given in the present case were within the Act. But Knapp v. 
Wiliams drew a distinction between two kinds of tolls—one kind which 
was so intimately bound up with the possession of land as to be within 
the Act; the other which was le from the possession of land, and 
therefore not within the Act. e question then arose, to which kind 
did tolls belong? According to the best judgment his lord- 
ship could form, the bridge tolls were money paid for the active use of 
, therefore, so intimately connected with and arising from 
use and possession of land that a of them would be within 
Mortmain Act. This would be enough to dispose of 
| argued that the true effect of the bond was nota 
tolls and rates—but a mortgage of the whole 
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time to time carried to the credit of the Swansea Harbour Fund | his 





ship’s © Gardner v. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Oo, (L. R 
Oh. 201) did not apply. The charge made in that case by the debenturay 
was of an entirely different character from that created by these bonds, 
There an t was made of the general und of the com. 
pany, and of the tolls, and the court construed that to be only a charge on 
the un , the tolls being mentioned as incidental to it. Moreover, 
in that case the Act required the quer in the first place to maintain 
the railway. The charge was on the rtaking subject to the obliga 
gation which Parliament had imposed on the railway company. That wag 
not so here; on the contrary, the first direction to the trustees was to 
apply the moneys in paying the interest on the bonds. What, then, was 
the effect of giving a charge on the tolls, including the bridge tolls, 
specifically ? In bis lordship’s opinion the bridge tolls were money 
received by the trustees for the use of their own land; it was not likea 
tax to be taken without reference to the use of any land. In Re Christ. 
mas (33 Ch. D. 332) the court came to the conclusion that the payment wag 
in no way connected with the use of land. Here the toll was to be 
received from persons who made use of the land of the trustees—the bri 
—ina cular way. The tolls were rendered for the use of land, and it 
would be wrong to hold that they were not within the Mortmain Act. 
Fry, L.J., did not express any opinion whether the bonds created a valid 
mortgage of ‘‘rents.’’ If they did, it could not be argued that they did 
not create an interest in land. If they did not, the question was whether 
the tolls were connected with land. Knapp v. Williams and Re Christmas 
established the distinction between two kinds of toll. The question was, 
to which class these bridge tolls belonged? They were taken for the per- 
mission to pass over a bridge. His lordship had no doubt that a receiver 
appointed for the bondholders would be authorized, so far as was necessary, 
to occupy the toll-houses, to lock the toll gates till the toll was paid into 

a. e mortgagees had a right, therefore, to take possession of 
the land. The tolls formed part of the usufruct and enjoyment of the 
land, and they were, therefore, within the Mortmain Act. It was argued 
that the charge was on the floating balance of the Harbour Fund. This 
argument was founded on those sections of the Act which gave directions 
to the trustees as to the be myer of the fund. In his lordship’s opinion 
this was not the true meaning of the mortgage ; the true effect was much 
as if the trustee had created a mortgage of land, and then had given 
directions to their bankers to apply the balances from time to time in their 
hands on account of the trustees in keeping down the interest on the 
mortgage.—OounseL, Vaughan Hawkins and Dibdin; Everitt, Q.C., and 
ee E. Cruickshank. Soxtcrrors, Clayton, Son, ¢ Fargus; Murray, Hutchins, 
& Stirling. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


NEATH PERMANENT BUILDING SOCIETY v. LUCE—Ohitty, J., 
7th November. 


Buitpine Socrrety—Winpine up—Borrowine Powgsrs—Svusrocarion. 


In this case (ante, p. 11) a second question arose as to the right of sub- 
rogation which persons had who had lent to the society sums in excess of 
its borrowing powers. It sppesees that the society had made a profit by 
putting up to competition advances to its members, so that the advanced 
member paid £10 for the advance of £100, or, as the facts were, received 
£90 only, with an obligation to repay £100, It was ed on the one 
hand that, in working out the a the point to be re was 
the manner in which the money of lender was applied, and that only 
£90 was in fact a On the other hand it was said that there was 
a distinct contract een the society and its member for an advance of 
£100, the right to have the loan being purchased for £10. 


Currry, J., said that in his view the — way to work out the equity 
was to treat the advance as one for £100, and to calculate the right of 
subrogation ly. But the case did not stop there, for in fact 
the security was to pay neither £100 nor £90, but a number of instal- 
gee The security given by the advanced member was to be treated as 


of the quasi- (Blackburn Building Society v. Cunliffe 
Brooks, . D. 902). He held that the quasi-lender must get the benefit 
of the £100, and that the advance was not to be treated as dim by 


£10 per cent.—Oounsgx, Sir Horace Davey, Q.0., and J. G. Wood ; Romer, 
Q.0., and Levett ; Byrne, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey. Soicirors, Howell 
Thomas, for 8. T. Evans, Neath ; Prior, Church, ¢ Adams, for Meade, King, 
$ Bigg, Bristol; Richard White, for Hartland § Isaac, Swansea. 


UNITED TELEPHONE CO. v. SMITH ; UNITED TELEPHONE CO, v. 
MITCHELL—Chitty, J., 20d and 9th November. 


R.8.C., XXVII., 1l—Acrion von Invaincemenr oy Patent—Dzravutt 
In APPEARANCE OR PieapiInc—Parricutars oF Baeacuzs, 


These were actions for infringement of the plaintiff's patents. In each 
action of breaches were delivered, andat was so stated in the 
statement of claim. In the first action the defendant did not appear, and 
in the second the defendant delivered no statement of defence. The 
actions were heard as short causes, and upon motion for such judgment as 
upon the statements of claim the p! were entitled to. The plain- 
oat a lars of breaches should be 
taken as forming part of the claim. 
Currry, J,, took that view, but observed that he believed that there 
had been some difference of and that the question had not been 
argued.—Covnset, Migklem. Sorscrrons, Waterhouse, Winterbotham, ¢ 





Harriswn, 














































| 


ie 


aii 


a 
B 


43 


Pee eeeat: 


A 

























1889, 


0. (L. Rg 
debentura 
1ese bonds, 
f the com. 
| charge on 
Moreover, 
) maintain 
he obliga. 
That wag 
ees was to 
then, was 
idge tolls, 
re money 
not likes 
Re Christ. 
ment wag 
was to be 
ie bridges 
ad, and it 
ain Act. 


Christmas 
tion was, 
the per. 
| receiver 
oCessary, 
paid into 
pasion of 
t of the 
j argued 
1. This 
rections 
opinion 
a8 Much 
d given 
in their 
on the 
%., and 
utchins, 


TION. 


f sub. 
ess of 
fit by 
ranced 
ceived 
le One 
d was 
t only 
6 was 
ice of 


quity 
tht of 


istal- 
od as 
nliffe 
nefit 
d by 
ymer, 
owell 
fing, 









Nov, 16, 1889. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 














MYERS v. MYERS—Ohitty, J., 12th November. 
PARTNERSHIP—OONVERSION—RECONVERSION. 


In this case the question was whether real estate rendered assets by the 
articles of a partnership, the business of which had been long since dis- 
continued, was, for the purposes of devolution on intestacy, to be deemed 

estate. The partnership was entered into in 1873 by two 
thers for carrying on a large business of builders and public works 
contractors, which had formerly been carried on by them and their 
father, and the freehold and leasehold business premises of the old 
ership were conveyed to the two brothers in equal shares as tenants 
in common, but, by the articles of partnership, comprised in its capital. 
In 1877 the partnership business ceased to be carried ov, and the plant, 
&e., Was sold and the proceeds divided, but the freehold and leasehold 
properties were let to tenants, and the old joint banking account of the 
ers continued. In 1888 one of the two brothers died intestate, and 
freehold property was claimed by his heir-at-law. 
Ourrty, J., said that after the discontinuance of the partnership 
business the leaseholds and freeholds were continued to be managed in 
an ordinary way. After 1877 any right of the two tenants in common 
as partners to call for a sale had ceased to exist. The circumstances of 
the case were not similar to those where property subject to a trust for 
sale and division was enjoyed in an unconverted form. Whether in 
circumstances of that kind a retention of the property for eleven years 
would be deemed to operate as a reconversion it was not necessary to in- 
quire, for at the bottom of the title in the case actually before him was 
not a trust for sale but a conveyance to tenants in common in equal 
shares. He held that in 1877 the property was taken as real property, 
and that it remained so. It therefore, on the death of the intestate, 
to his heir-at-law.—OounseL, Romer, Q.0., and Methold ; Kenyon 
Parker; Dunning. Sortcrrors, Clarkson, Greenwell, ¢ Wyles; Travers, 
Smith, ¢ Braithwaite. 


Re DRUMMOND’S PATENT—North, J., 9th November. 


Pargent—PetiTI0on FOR RgevOCATION—JURISDICTION—RESPONDENT RESIDENT 
ouT oF JuRISDICTION—SgRvicE—Notice—Parents, Desians, AND TRADE- 
Marks Act, 1883, s. 26—R S. O., XL, 1. 


This was a petition under section 26 of the Patents, Designs, and Trade- 
Marks Act, 1883, for the revocation of a patent. The patentee, the sole 
respondent, was domiciled and resident in Scotland. The petitioners 
alleged that before the date of the patent they had publicly manufactured 
and sold within the realm articles similar to the subject of the 
patent. A copy of the petition and of the petitioners’ particulars 
of objections had been delivered to the respondent in Scotland, and he had 
written to the petitioners’ solicitors that he did not intend to appear 
on the hearing of the petition, on the ground that he was not subject to 
the jurisdiction of the English courts. He had brought an action for 
infringement in the Scot court — the petitioners, who were 
resident in England. The present application was for directions as to the 
mode of trial, and it was asked that the evidence might be taken vivéd voce, 
and the petition set down for trial as a witness action. The petitioners 
counsel admitted that, accordiog to the decisions with regard to service 
out of the jurisdiction, the Rules of Court did not provide for the service 


of a petition out of the jurisdiction, and that there was no such provision 
in the Patents Act. Therefore, technically, the petition not be 
they contended that this pro- 


served on the oy sarge in Scotland. But 
ceeding was not like a personal action, in which service of the writ was 
necessary to found jurisdiction ; in such a proceeding as this the jurisdic- 
tion attached on the presentation of the petition, though the court would 
take care that the respondent should have full notice. If this were not 
80, the result would be that an invalid patent could never be revoked if 
the patentee chose to keep out of the ee. The proceeding went 
to the validity of a public grant. Under the procedure for the revocation 
of patents by way of scire facias, for which the procedure by petition is 
now substituted, it was not necessary to serve the patentee, though the 
court would probably have set aside a judgment obtained by default, if it 
had been proved that the defendant had no notice. In the present 
case the respondent had had ample notice. 
Norru, J., held that a sufficient case had been shewn to justify him in 
an order nisi. He ager = ordered the — to be tried by 
vivd voce evidence, and to be set down for trial the list of witness 
actions, unless the resporident should on or before the 22nd inst. appear 
and shew cause to the contrary, when it would be open to him to argue 


that there was no jurisdiction. Notice must be given to the respondent. 
agg Moulton, Q C., and W. N. Lawson, Soxtcirors, J. H. Johnsen, 
»  Bliis. 





Iligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
LEAKE v. DRIFFIELD—8th November. 


Marrniren Woman—Serarats Paorartry—Inrention TO BIND SRraRaTR 
Prorgsrty—O.ornes—Marrisp Women’s Prorrerry Act, 1882, s. 1, 
BUB-SECTION 3. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of the York County Court in an 
action in which a firm of dra sued a married woman for the of 
sold and delivered. The defendant, who at the time of the 
fore the county court was divorced from her husband, had been entitl 
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1867, to the income of certain 
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of this se income, and in November, 
her and her husband that she 
clothes of some of their children. 


by them to 
for the price of which the 
defendant between March, 
that time the defendant was 
lute for the dissolution of the 
1888. The case came 
summons, under section 86 of 
which the defendant pa 
conclusion that the de t failed to shew 
the contract with ae 

thought that at the when she ordered the 
free separate 

income. He 

the sum claimed, execu 
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By 

Act, 1882, “ Ei contract 
with ot tobe «ont unless the contrary 
shewn.” And by sub-section 4, ‘‘ Every contract entered into 
ried bay with respect to and bd 
not on e separate perty w 

the dats of the peer do but also 
The effect 


she had at the time of 
could reasonably be sup’ 
— woman so bo 
ture separate property 
not heed further than 
woman had no se 
be supposed to have con 
of sub-section 3. 
W. R. 760, 19 Q. B. D. 519), 
F. & J. 494), London Chartered 
L. R. 4 P. ©. 572), and Harrison v. 
It covld not reasonably be ouneeet that 
these clothes. On the part of the 
omen’s Property 


before the Married W: 
married woman under such 
been treated as a nullity. ‘The case 
Which che sould only satisty out of her 
wi 6 cou! out o se 
would, in equity, be made liable to the Sue? 
(29 W. R.551, 17 Oh. D. 454). The = 
their case under the Act by shewing the defendant 
of giving the orders, possessed of separate 
of answering this was thrown upon the 
section 1. 

Tue Court (Matuew and Wis, JJ.) allowed the 
the judgment of the county court judge. Marsew, 
from the judgment with reluctance, but it 


separate property at the time 
separate she might thereafter 
liable. Bat the antneettine showed’ thes 
where there was reasonable ground for 
question was made by the married woman 
property. Herethe married woman's 
er Own Sates ane ee ee . 
sup) that, when ordered goods from 
tracting with reference to this 
burden of shewing that there 
made liable was on the defendant. 
that the burden was 
separate 
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COOPER v. LAWSON ; PAVITT, Garnishoee—8th November. 


Arracument or Dests—Prnson “‘ inDEBTED TO THE DgptToR ’’—GARNISHEB 
—Oounry Oourr Ruizs, 1889, orp. 26, rr. 3, 4. 


A from the decision of the judge of Bow County Oourt. In 
1889, Lawson recovered judgment in the High Oourt against 
White. Pavitt was indebted to White in a sum of about £80. A garnishee 
summons was served on Pavitt, and on the 30th of March an order abso- 
lute was made against Pavitt for payment to Lawson of £58, the amount of 
his judgment against White. On the 8th of April a garnishee summons 
was issued out of the Bow County Court and served upon Pavitt by the 
plaintiff (who had recovered judgment against Lawson) in respect of 
£58, part of the sum owing by Pavitt to White, which had been attached 
by Lawson’s garnishee ie of the 30th of March. On the 11th of April 
Pavitt paid the £58 to Lawson, who was threatening him with execution. 
The county court judge ordered him to pay it again to the plaintiff, 
holding that Pavitt was a ‘ indebted to Lawson’’ in respect of the 
£58, and that that sum had been attached by the plaintiff's summons of 
the 8th of April. Pavitt appealed, contending that there was no attach- 
from him to Lawson, and that, even if there had been 
such a debt, payment to Lawson under threat of execution would exonerate 
him from paying it again. Re The Combined Weighing and Advertising 
Machine Co. (ante, p. 10) was cited. 
, B., after stating the facts, said:—The plaintiff says that 
Pavitt ought not to have paid Lawson the £58 after he had been served 
with the garnishee summons of the 8th of April; that that sum 
was a debt due from Pavitt to Lawson, and was attached by the sum- 
mons ; and that if, after service of that summons, Pavitt took upon himself 
pay Laweron he did so at his own risk, and must pay it a second time to 
But that depends on whether this was a debt due 
from Pavitt to Lawson or not. That question seems to me to have been 
lecid art of Appeal in Re Combined Weighing and Advertising 
. In that case a judgment creditor had garnisheed a debt due 
from a to his judgment debtor, and, failing to obtain satisfac- 
tion, had presented a petition asking that the company should be wound 
The Court of Appeal, affirming North, J., held that the garnishee 
did not operate as a transfer of the debt, and that, therefore, the 
| arpa was not a creditor of the company, and had no locus standi. 
is not exactly this case ; but, upon the principle there laid down, I 
am clearly of opinion that there was no debt owing by Pavitt to Lawson, 
that, therefore, there was nothing for the plaintiff to attach. The 
county court jndge Was wrons, and the appeal must be allowed. Srerugn, 
J., concurred.—OounseL, H. Kisch; Blackwell. Soxicrrors, Vickery; 
Hughes § Gleadow. 


E 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re A SOLICITOR—Q. B. Div., Sth November. 


Soxrrcrron—ProrszssionaL Misconpucr—Report or Commitree or Incor- 
PORATED Law Socrerx—Discretion or Covrr as TO PunisHMENT— 
Soricrrors Acr, 1888, s. 13. 


An application was made bya client that a solicitor might be required 
to answer the allegations contai in an affidavit, and that his name 
might be struck off the roll of the Supreme Court, or that he might be 

practice, on the ground that the facts stated m the 

constituted professional misconduct in his —s of solicitor of 

the Supreme Court. The charge was that he, g solicitor for the 
complainant, received a sum of £14 on his behalf, and misappropriated 
the same to his own use. The committee heard the rarer and their 
to the court contained statements to the following effect :—The 

was emplcyed by the complainant to recover a debt due to him 
customer. The solicitor received the money from the customer in 
August, 1888, but he did not inform the complainapt that he had done 
so. In October, 1888, the complainant heard from the customer that he 
had his debt to the solicitor, and the complainant then wrote to the 
asking him to remit the money. To this letter the solicitor sent 

no reply. In Jan , 1889, the complainant wrote again, but received 
no the solicitor. The solicitor afterwards made several pro- 
mises to remit the money, but he did not doso. On the hearing before 
in expressed great 
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solicitor had been of professional misconduct, as Oe 
regard to the circumstances of the case and the complete restitation wh 
he had made, the committce submitted that no further action need be 
taken im the matter. Section Se ae 
mittee, after the case, shall embody finding in the form of a 
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at the instance of the solicitor himself, in which case the re shall 
made to the Master of the Rolls, who shall make such order thereon as 
thall think fit. If the committee are of opinion that there is no » 
facie case of misconduct against the solicitor, the society need not take 
further proceedings; but, if the committee are of en that there is 
prima facie case, it shall be the duty of the society to the report of ¢ 
committee before the court.’’ The report was accordingly brought before 

court. In the first instance an application was made ex parte by counsel fog 


the Incorporated Law Society, but the court said that the case must come 
in the any way, and it came on a gp, bags the society and 
the solicitor being represented by counsel. e counsel for the societ; 


read the report to the court, and stated that, having regard to the expres. 
sion of the opinion of the committee contained in the report, he did 
not pro’ to add anything. The counsel for the solicitor renewed the 
expression of his regret for his conduct, and referred to the evidence 
before the committee, which, he said, shewed that, though there 
been improper delay, the solicitor never intended to appropriate the money 
to his own use. Counsel submitted that the solicitor had been 
sufficiently punished, and left the matter in the hands of the court. 
Maruew, J.—I think we may act upon the recommendation of the 
committee of the Incorporated Law Society. They are now intrusted 
with the guardianship of the professional honour of solicitors, and the 
obligation is imposed on them of investigating each case and taking the 
evidence. In this —— case the evidence appears to have satisfied 
them that, although there had been irre ty, there had not been that 
gross professional misconduct which ¢ for the punishment of the 
solicitor. I gather from what his counsel has said that there were circum- 
stances of great extenuation, and I agree that he has suffered severe 
uniary loss in consequence of these proceedings being taken against 
. We do not for one moment relieve ourselves from responsibility by 
the conclusion to which the committee have come, but we think that in 
this case we are justified in accepting their advice, and we therefore 
decline to pronounce any judgment against the solicitor, W415, J., 
concurred.—CounseL, F. W. Hollams ; Leresche. ; 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 

8th November.—Samvzt Rozert Groom (48, London-wall). 

[In giving judgment in this case, Mr. Justice Maruew said: ‘‘I am 
very anxious that it shall not be supposed that, because a solicitor makes 
restitution in a matter of this sort, he is relieved from responsibility. I 
cannot help thinking that latterly, in many cases, there has been too great 
indulgence where the atonement of payment is offered. There is no merit 
about that, because the payment is made under the ae 
—-. on can be put upon a professional man—viz., pr ings of 
t 2 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE NOVEMBER FINAL. 


at the ‘‘pass”’ a fairly read candidate would 
le } set law and bankruptcy paper, the questions 


Of the remai 

Soling ett gunetion being f d fairl d th bankrupt 
ew al ly easy, an ose On ptcy 
straightforward, and to met with in most students’ works on this 
subject. A student eee not ements 0 the three age 
papers need not as a rule expect e up average on the two 
femniag popers still, the divorce and admiralty questions were easy. 
Criminal law and magisterial practice did not present so many questions 
requiring censure as at previous examinations, and it is observable that 
the examiner has at length dropped the idea of requiring candidates to 

quote the exact chapter and section of a statute. 





THE HONOURS’ EXAMINATION. 


The conveyancing paper was a good test. Questions 3 and 
7 required some knowledge of practical conveyancing, and the leading 
cases of the last few years would be very serviceable in many of the ques- 
tions. The ogely pops was, on the whole, rather easier. Doubtless, 
many might be by question 18, ‘“What right have the parties in 
one of the actions aseigned to the Chancery Division to demand a trial by 
jury?” We find that a great part of the common law and bankruptcy 
paper could be answered by a knowledge of recent cases, and we trust 
students were familiar with Cohen v. Kittell, Rooke v. Czarnikow, Beck v. 
Pierce, Fleming v. Dollar, &. As the paper on probate, 


regards the remaining 
become | divorce, &c., and crimes, we would, on the whole, prefer answering it than 


the questions in the corresponding subjects at the pass examination 
especially as regards caimine! law. ; 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 


w Srupznts’ Desatinc Socrery.—November 12, Mr. W. M. Wood- 
in the chair. The debate ‘‘That ord. 11, r. 1 (¢) (Rules 
Supreme Court) should be amended by omitting the words 
the defendant is domiciled or ordinarily resident in Scotland or 
’” was opened by Mr. Orawford in the affirmative; he was 

Messrs. H. EF. Hurd, my oe and Atcherley, and —_ 
. Savory, Saye ke meg , and Stevens. Mr. Watson 
for Mr. ec summed uy, and on a division 
motion was negatived by a majority of two. 


ey 


li 


in| 

















SEESESEC. 





1889, 
— 
ort shall } 
ereon as 
is no pri 
ot take ap 
| there ig a 
eport of 
it before 


counsel fog! 


ust Comeoy 


the soc 
he expreg. 
rt, he did 
newed the 
ence takey 
there had 
the money 
on already 
urt, 
on of the 
intrusted 
3, and the 
faking the 
6 satisfied 
been that 
nt of the 
‘e circum. 
ed severe 


n against 
ibility by 
k that in 
therefore 


is, J., 


OLLS. 


ce I am 
or makes 
ility. I 
00 great 
no merit 
possible 
dings of 


} would 
lestions 
cruptcy 
on this 
reced- 
e two 
> easy. 
estions 
le that 
ates to 





















Nov, 16, 1889. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


49 








THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
socess{ul at the Preliminary Examination held on the 23rd and 24th of 
October, 1889 :— 
Rainbridge, Florance Anthony 
1; d J ame Benjamin 

es, Fran 
barrett, Roper Herbert 


Bates, Alfred 

Baynes, Thomas Godfrey 
Berger, Henry J ohn 
Bonnor, Ernest Walter 
Bowles, William Docwra 
Boyce, Reginald John 
Bridge, Richard Henry 
Broad, Herbert Allen 
Brook, Charles Herbert 
Burton, Frederick Percy 
Oadman, Henry Ashwell 
Careless, Archibald Lindsay 
Chadwick, William 


Leggatt, William 

Lewis, George James Grahame 
Lewis, Llewellyn Bond 

Lloyd, Joseph 

Mackrell, Joseph Henry 
Mather, Walter Stanley 

Millar, Ernest Bruce 

Mortimer, Frederic Charles Tandy 
Nelson, William George Fraiser 
Nicholson, John William 
Nuttall, Ernest Albert 
Oppenheimer, Albert Martin 
Pepper, Albert Edward 

Pric’ , John Richard 
Radford, Charles Fry 

Richards, John Thomas 
Ricketts, Neville Ewart 


, Charles James Robinson, Percy James Hall 
po 
Clark, George Frederic aunders, Lindgren 
Gollixeon, Maloolm Smites, Henry John 


Smith, Edward 

Smith, Kenelm Henry Hallett 
Sowton, John Thorold 

Stephen, Colin Campbell 
Steward, Russell Godfrey 
Stewart, Archibald William Shaw 


Oollyer, John George 
Oraven, Campbell John 
Davies, Ellis William 
Davy, Frederick William 
Dixon, Percy William 


Emmet, George Nelson 

Fairbairn, Walter Thomas Studley, Henry 

Florian, Albert Felix Templeman, Basil 

Forbes, William Henry Kemball Tennant, George Frank Dalrymple 


Fordati, George Basil Tomkins, Frauk Oliphant 
Topham, George 
Turnbull, Geor 
, Godfrey Jobn Turner, James Vincent 
Hinchcliffe, Arthur Edward TownendTwentyman, Henry Nicholson 
Hitchcock, Sidney Edward Walmisley, Lawrence 
Hitchings, Walter Richard Whetham, Austen 
Holley, Edward 
Holtby, Robert Tonge 
m, Wilfred Kirby 
Jo 


Woodar rge 
son, William James Watson, Ludwig Henry Cradock 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other directors 
present were :—Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, G. Burrow Gregory, Samuel 
Harris (Leicester), Edwin Hedger, J. H. Kays, R. Pennington, Henry 
Roscoe, J. Anderson Rose, R. W. Tweedie, E. W. Williamson, Frederic 
T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £480 was distributed 
in os of relief, fifteen new members were admitted to the association, 
and other general business was transacted. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COUNTY COURTS. 


I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the offices of the 
county courts may be closed on the twenty-fourth, twenty-sixth, twenty- 
seventh, and twenty-eighth days of December, 1889. 

Given under my hand this second day of November, 1889. 

Haussvry, O. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Wit114M Starer, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Slater, Heelis, 
& Oo.), of Manchester, died suddenly on the 12th inst. Mr. Slater was 
aeeeed a solicitor in = so that he had | at Manchester for 
nearly seventy years. © was @ notary public an ._ ee 
ieiedinss doe Leetndhton, one bie wensteer eo 4 one. e had been 
for several years associated in partnership with sop, Mr. William 
Slater, jun., who was admitted a solicitor in 1852, and with Mr. James 


Heelis. Mr. Slater had former: a practice, and he 
was one of the original solicitors se the Liverpool and Macchester Ballway 





Com . Notwithstanding his advanced age, he was attending at his 
eae a few days before his death. 


—_——— 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Francis Fizmine, O.M.G., Colonial Secretary of Mauritius, has 
been appointed Colonial Secretary of the colony of Hong Kong. Mr. 
Fi is the eldest son of the late Mr. Fleming, Q.0. He was called 
to the at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1866. He was 
Crown Solicitor for Mauritius 1869 till 1876, a district judge in 
Jamaica from 1876 till 1878, Attorney-General of Barbadoes from 1878 till 
1883, and Attorney-General of lon from 1883 till 1886, when he was 
appointed Colonial Secretary of Mauritius. Mr. Fleming was created a 
Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George in 1887. 


Mr. Arrnur Rout, solicitor, of 12, Mark-lane and of Hull and 
Cottingham, has been elected an Alderman for the borough of Hull. Mr. 
Rollit is the son of Mr. John Rollit, solicitor, of H He is joint 
registrar of the Hull County Court, and joint district registrar under the 
Judicature Acts. He was admitted a solicitor in 1871, and he is in 
partnership with his elder brother, Sir Albert Kaye Rollit, LL. D., M.P. 


Mr. Ricuarp Diesy Cieassy, barrister, has been appointed a deputy- 
lieutenant for Buckinghamshire. Mr. Oleasby is the eldest son of the 
late Mr. Baron Oleasby. He was educa at Eton and at Trinity 
College, Cambridge, where Sd ago o in the third class of the Classical 
Tripos in 1861. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary 
Term, 1864, and he was formerly a member of the Home Circuit. 


Mr. Gorpon Fatcon, solicitor (of the firm of Paisley & Falcon), of 
Wor! m, has been elected Ceroner for the Western Division of the 
county of Cumberland, in succession to the late Mr. William Wilkin 
Lumb. Mr. Falcon was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 


Mr. Arruur Sxvurriewortn, solicitor, of Preston, Associate of the 
Northern Circuit, has been appointed Seal Keeper for the County Palatine 
of Lancaster and District Registrar at Preston, in succession to his father, 
the late Mr. Thomas Moss Shuttleworth. 

Mr. Rozzrt Srevens Byrnon, solicitor, of Harrogate and Knaresborough, 
has been appointed Clerk to the Commissioners of Income Tax for the 
Olaro Division of the West Riding of Yorkshire, mn suuccession to his 
partner, the late Mr. John Richardson. Mr. Byron was admitted a 
solicitor in 1875. 

Mr. Epwarp Tuomas Aygrs, solicitor, of Yarmouth, has been ted 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Ouanres Aruiit Sranvgtt, solicitor, of Dublin, has been appointed 
Solicitor to the Irish Lind Commission. Mr. Stanuell is the son of Mr. 
Charles George Stanuell, solicitor. He was admitted a solicitor in Ireland 
in 1877. 

Mr. Joun Onartes Cnartron, B.A., solicitor, of 17, St. Swithin’s-lane, 
E.C., has been sureties a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of New Zealand. 

Mr. W. T. Boyps11, solicitor, of No. 1, South-squa Li Aateyow W.C., 
and Watford, has been appointed a Commissioner to pe. Oaths for 
the province of Nova Scotia. 





LEGAL MAYORS. 


Mr. Pasture Epwarp Lionet Bunes, solicitor and notary (of the firm of 
Budge & Slade), of Poole, Wareham, and Swanage, has been elected 
Mayor of the borough of Poole for the ensuing year. Mr. Budge was 
admitted a solicitor in 1874. He is clerk to the Wareham Board of 
Guardians, the Wareham Highway Board, and the River Frome Salmon 
Fishery Commissioners, and to the county and commiseioners 
of taxes at Wareham. 


Mr. Gzorce Noppsr, 
elected Mayor of the city of 
was admitted a solicitor in 1866. 

Mr. Joun Tuomas Dopp, solicitor, of Reading and Wallingford, 
been elected Mayor of the boro of Reading for the ensuing year. 
Dodd was admitted a solicitor in 1854. He is clerk to the county magis- 
trates and to the commissioners of taxes. 

Sir Ronsrrt Gsorer Rapsr, solicitor and 
& Freeland), of Chichester, has been elected 
10th time. 


has 


the firm of 


: 
i 
Fl 


Theological College. 
knighted in 1887, on the occasion of the Queen's Jubilee. His partner, 
Mr. William Bennett Burton Freeland, is - 
trates. . 


. Mr. Emsley is one 
Was admitted « solicitor in 1858. 
solicitor, of Daventry 


Mr. Onartes Bannetr 
Mayor of that for the ensuing . Mr. Roche is one of the 
borough aldermen. olloitor in 1847. ; 


oe was admitted a 
Mr. Writ1aM Txevanan, solicitor, of Helston, has been re-elected Mayor 
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of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Trevenen is one of the borough 
aldermen. He was admitted a solicitor in 1854. bs 


Mr. Donatv Cxartes Warnzs, solicitor (of the firm of Lawton, Warnes, 
& Sons), of Eye, Woodbridge, and Debenham, has been elected Mayor of 
the borough of Eye for the ensuing year. Mr. Warnes was admitted a 
solicitor in 1882, 


Mr. Henry Antuony Hvuxraste, ~~ (of the firm of Audrews, 
Son, & Huxtable), of Dorchester and Cerne Abbas, has been elected 
Mayor of the borough of Dorchester for the ensuing year. Mr. Huxtable 
was admitted a solicitor in 1880. 


Mr. Asner Prior, solicitor, ef Colchester, has been elected Mayor of 
that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Prior was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Cuartzs Wr114M Hoxson, solicitor, of Beverley, has been elected 
Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Hobson was admitted 
a solicitor in 1879. 


Mr. Henry Acxerxsy, solicitor, of Wigan, has been elected Mayor of 
that borough for the ensuing year, Mr. —w is one of the borough 
aldermen. He was admitted a colicitor in 1864. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLuTion. 

Joun Wesnzey Warp, Cxarnies Aspirin, and Hucu Grosvenor Taunton, 
solicitors (Ward, Asplin, & Taunton), 37, Lime-street, London, and 
Epping. May 31. The said John Wesney ‘Ward and Oharles Asplin will 

carry on business in partnership at 37, Lime-street aforesaid, and the said 
Hugh G Grosvenor Taunton will carry on business in conjunction with Mr. 

Swepstone, under the style of Swepstone & Taunton, at 23, Leaden- 

hall-street and Epping, Essex. [ Gazette, Nov. 12. 





GENERAL, 


It is stated that Lord Herschell is to visit Glasgow next month, for the 
age ay of delivering an address on the Rights and Duties of an Advocate 
Glasgow Juridical Society. 


The Supreme Court of the United States, says a writer in the Albany Law 
Journal, is already six years behind in the hearing of cases, while each year 
adds and must continue to add in increasing ratio to the impossibility of 
overtaking the business of the country. 


In the address of Mr. a Dudley Field, at the recent meeting of the 
American Bar Association, he affirms that behind the boasting of the ne 
things his country has accomplished, “‘ there stands a spectre of h 
justice, such as is to be seen in no other part of Christendom.” There 4 
no other country calling iteelf civilized, he goes on to say, where it takes 
so long to punish a criminal, and so many years to get a final decision be- 
tween man and man. 


The Board of Trade has issued a report under the Weights and Measures 
Act, 1878, which oom by referring to the Act of last session, the main 
object of which is to carry out as far as possible certain suggestions 
made in previous reports as to the necessity of further legislation for 
the better prevention of fraud in retail trade. The new Act leaves 
the local administration of the law with the local authorities, but 
confers on the Board of Trade powers of approval in certain 
technical cases. The board propose shortly to issue model instruc- 
to guide local authorities, and it is intended that such 
shall deal not only with the general duties of the i rs, 
state how the modes of testing and stamping, particularly in the 

es ae ee ae cima’ too ies 
inspector, who is a local officer appoin e local 
to pass a technical examination by the central department, and 
the object of the model regulations to contain such information 
—— inspectors what their technical qualifica- 
are . 


ap 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
RorTs OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE OF 
APPEAL ° 


Court 
No. 2. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gaszette.—FRipay, Nov. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
lanes 


OHANCERY. 
ANGLO-AMEBRICAN WoOoD Cansen SS LuTeD—Oreditors are required, on or be. 
fore Dec 4, to send their na and a. 2 and SS eneeee of their debts or 
to Mr. Edward Hobbs, 11, Old J Monday, Dec 16, at 13, 

is appointed - pearing and roy nioang upon ~ debts and claims. 
Co: D RECOVERY SYNDICATE, LIMITED—Petn for 


ted Nov 6, 5, directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Novis 
London p= for petner 





made by North, J, dated Oct 26, it was ordered 
luntary W: up of the com continued Tagledew & Co, 

Fenchurch st, soca Ses for gton, Mid a, rough, solor for petuer 
LANGLEY MILL ENGIN Wagon Co. ED—By an order 


G, WHEEL, AND 
made by North, J, Mated ated Ne Ov 2, it was ordered that the voluutary ry Fn up 
of the company be continued Johnson & Co, King’s bench walk, lemple, solors 


Md tners 
GAR ARA. LimITED—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 5, directed to be heard 
tohers yn J,on Nov 16 Edmunds & Edmunds, Gray’ 8 inn aq, solors for 
pespers 
NOTTINGHAM AND DERBY WATER-Gas Co, LimiTED—-Petn for winding up, Dew 
sented Nov 6, directed to be heard before ftirling, J, on Saturday, Nov 16 
a & Co, Great James st, Agents for Maples & ‘cGrath, Nottingham 
LE STEAMSHIP “ QUEEN OF THE Bay” Co, LiMrrgp—Creditors are re- 
pt on or before Dec 6, to -— their names and addresses, and the par. 
Ylouless of their debts or claims, to Robert Lee, Mount Stuart sqr, Oardiff 
Wridey. ue 13, at 12, hsespennted for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 


RED Rock Go LD Minine Co, LimitED—Petn for winding up, Rresented Nov 65, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, Novié Foss & Ledsam, 
Abchurch lane, ators for petners 
THE FUSEE VESTA pw yee gy tors are required on 7 before Dec 2 to 
send their debts 23; claims, and the names ona addresses of their solicitors, 
to Gordon Arthur Howell ona William Wallis Futcher, 3, Abchurch lane Foss 
& Ledsam, Abchurch lane, solors for liquidators 
WOLVERTON, Stony STRATFORD, AND District Tramroaps Co, LimiTED—By 
an order made by North. J., dated ¢ Oct 26, it was ordered that the company be 
wound up Nash & Queen se, eames solors j oF Lawton 
County P. eee 


Inp1GO DYEING AND PRINTING oe for winding up, presented 
Nov 6, ie to be heard a the Vice-Chancellor at the Assize Courts, 
ngewe, < Manchester, on Thursday, Nov 21, at 10.30. Sykes, Manchester, 


solor for 

VULCAN STaEE AND ForGE 2 LiuwrreD—The Vice Chancellor has, by an order 
dated Oct 28, 5 Se ae William Crossman Spencer, aayerven. to be official 
liquidator, in conjunction with Thomas Dickenson 8 W: » en, <— 
Creditors are req on or before Dec 5, to send their names and ad 

and of their debts or claims to William Orossman Spencer, 
Cook st, Liverpool Monday, pe 16 at 11, is appointed for hearing an 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
FRI TENDLY SOCIETIE3 PeeoLyE. 
FRIenDiyy SOcrIgEty, Cow Inn, Salthouse, Norfolk. Nov 
NorTH CERNEY Union CLUB, Bathurst Arms Inn, North ey Gloucester 


ov? 
RHONDDA District BRANCH MINERS’ AND TRADESMEN’S Unity, Lion Hotel, 


Treorkey, Glamorgan Novi 
London Gazetie.—TUgSDAY, Nov. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CERY. 
ARTHUR DasHWooD & Co, Laurren—-Oredivers are veguived, on or before Dec 
9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Henry Newman Howard, Palmerston A Old Broad st Tues- 
17, at twelve, is appointed for hearing an adjudicating upon the 


ON FIRE LIGHTER SYNDISATE, LimiTED—North, J, has fixed Wednes- 
day: aad 20, at twelve, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
r 


oe 

crrr OF DUNEDIN SuBUBBAN Gas Co, LuurrED—By an order made by Stirling, 
J, dated Nov 2, it was ordered that the company be wound up Webb & Co, 

Queen Victoria st, solors for petur 
Gem Grass Co, Luwirep—Petn for winding up, presented Novy 8, directed to b3 
sce before Kay, J, on Saturday, Nov 3 Head & Hill, Ohancery lane, 
solors or oes 
T INDIAN REMEDIES, LIMITED—By an order made by, Kekewich, 
J, dosed Nev ov . it was ordered that the company be wound up Oridland, solor 


or petnrs 
Huns Lgap Mines, Luuirep—Petn for winding Tp peesented Nov 9, directed to 
be heard before re Ohi , J, on Saturday, Nov 23 Diarmid & Teather, New- 
man’s ct, Cornhill, so! ors for petner 
LEEDS AND BRapronn ( Grass Co, LunTED—Stirling, J, has fixed Nov 22, at 19, at 
his chambers, for the Cp of an official li i liquidator 
LONDON CONSUMERS’ E SANITAR Co, Loarap—B an order made by 
Stirling, “aaatee Nov 2, mit was po thn that the company be woundup Kerly 


st, ones for petners 
TCH Co, By an order made ling, J dated Nov 2, it 
RR company be wound up + Go, Lincoln’s inn 
~y i - AND OXIDE me Oo, » Lemene—Cnetinons are required, on or 
before Nov 23, to send d addresses and particulars of debts or 
claims to Alfred Ebenezer Wenham, t 114, Colmore row, irminghass Tarleton 


& om bimsiaghem. solors 
THE "1 


PATENT CaRrBon Co, iar Cnetiners are required 
Retene Dee &. 6 see their names and addresses and particulars of debte oF or 
gains tod obn Haines aie, 12, | Lore Manchester Addleshaw & War- 


" , solors for liq 
oe UTED In CHANCERY. 
ATED COPPER Mintneé Oo—By an order made by 
dated Nov 2, 1 £5 wens coSened that the compeny be wenn 4 Fresh- 


UITABLE Loan SocieTY—Chitty, J by an 
order er dated July 23, 9p ted Samuel Hugh Duff, 23, Westwell st, ee 


OouNTY PALATINE OF LANGMEER, 
LIMITED IN 


Lee D~By an ray yaad ty the Vice Chancellor, 
it the company be wound up Lloyd, Man- 


DLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bishop 


Chi 
fai Willtese 


j. — Ly... 








Hous - FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Blaize Inn, Thornes, Wakefield, 
InpUsTRY al Order of Ancient Shepherds Ashton Unity Society, 
Crown ge inn, “eR y eH » Lamgnstes Nov wad 
oes On Grice ert vans Fares Fens ¥ Buriat Socmrr, Foresters’ Hell, Clerken- 
HEPHERD’s Dsvicut Brance Lopes, L. O, Angemt Shepher Friend) 
Societies Hall, Spring st, Grimsby, Lincoln Nov — oa. 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAIM, 





3 oy, Orange Free State, Ministerial Stu- 
osseley Hill, Liverpool], Merchant. Dect. Bate- 


paeenae, Heatu, Birmingham, Gent. Dec 1. Parr & Hasell, 


nospasz, Frepenice Laws, Letham edn, K enaington, Merchant. Dec 4. Boyd | PRATTES Sunes oe Batis Nettleton rd, New Cross, Gent. Dec 16. Taylor & 
art, Chit ,J. Armstrong, Fenchurch aven » 
ond ae WARD. 5 ees sq. March 81. Penfield y McMurdo, P; am, A 4 ANNETTE ELIZABETH, Windermere. Dec7. Bowness, Winder- 
North or, Furniv: . 
Gollége st, College hill, Solicitor. Dec9, Atkins v Shephard, | RATOLLFY, 4 oe, Ae aly oo ln Bouck, Scien: Soowek: Bes Smith 


SHEPHARD, MARK, 
itty, J. She ary Comeee 8 cone 
Chi 1 t’st, Gen 


TURNEE, cis, 
Wises come West st, Finsbury ci 


6° Turner v Shore, Chitty, J. Lang- 
ILLIAM y, Welsh Harp, Hendon, Licensed Victualler. Dec 2. 
Hager v Warner, Stirling, J. Allingham, Throgmorton avenue | 
aszette,—TUESDAY, Nov. 12. 
uardians 





London G 
Conk, MarimpA, Salisbury. Nov 29. G@ of the Poor of Plymouth v 
arvis, Mr oo Adams, Plymouth 
Mrs), FarDERICE, Manchester, Oil Manufacturer. Dec 10, Mackenzie v Millo, 


MILA, gistrar, Manchester. Boote & & Edgar, Manchester 


UNDER 22 & "33 VICT. CAP. 35. 
lage Day OF OLAIM. 
London Gaszette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 1 | 
Back, JOHN, Tylney rd, Bromley, Gent. Dec 21. Wuston, Bloomsbury sq 


BAKER, JESSE, Slinfold, Sussex, Retired Grocer. Nov 26 Coole, Horsham 
_ ALICE PHEBE, Balterton, Notts. Dec1. Newbald & Co, Newark 
Beat, Rev SaMuEL, Greens Norton, Northampton, Clerk, D.C.L. Nov 29. 


‘Greville, Towcester 
BOTTERILL, 8. Eaton, Compton, Saint piace, Quebec, Farmer. Jan 30. 
Kirkpatrick, Market Weighton, Bast Yorks 
Brown, SARAH, Surrey. Dec 10. Pitman & Sons, Queen Victoria st 
Baowns, A Arama, Cheapside, Chartered Accountant. Dec ’. Wells, Pater- 
BUCHANAN ame Tmuetas, Manchester, Copeiaten Agent. Nov 30. Morton & Co, 
N ewgate st; and Binnie, G 
OKNELL, WILLIAM, Crick, No Dapton, Farmer. Nov 25. Burton & 
Willoughby, Deveney 
PER, RICHARD, Romf Essex, Hay Dealer. Dec7. Hunt & Co, Romford 
and St Swithin’s lane 
Davipson, W: pot eer st, Peckham, Gent. Dec 1. Birt & Follett, 


ILLIAM, 
Townhall chbrs, Southwar 


povaase, Taam Francis, Bishopston, > Bristol, Gent. Dec 11. Smith & Sons, Fur- 


EVANS, Wart, Small Heath, Birmingham, Coal Merchant. Nov 30. Reece & 


Co, Birmin 

Forp, GERARD, Lincoln's inn fields, Solicitor. Dec 20. Long & Gardiner, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 

GARDNER, HENRY, Ruther, Herts, Surgeon. Dec2. Sladen & Wing, 


WILLIAM 
Delahay st, Westmiuste 
GREENAWAY, ALFRED, eae. Farmer. Dec10, Hatton, Strand 


GRICE, JAMES ~ Bootle, Cumberland, Merchant. Nov30. Brockbank & 


Go, Whitehave 

GUNNING, LAVINIA. ‘Berry Murray, Greatham Liss, Southampton. Dec 10. 
Lewin & Oo, King st, Whitehall 

Hatnes, THOMAS, Witney, Oxon, Licensed Victualler. Jan 1. Westell & Son, 


Witne 
Nov 30. Brockbank & Co, White- 


—— 

ven 

HEWETSON, JOHN, Queen eee st, Canvas Factor. Deci. Miller & Co, Cop- 
Nov 3). Freeth & Co, 


gmorton 
HoPrEWELL, GEORGE, fee, Nottingham, Joiner. 
Se 
EORGE, Manchester, Fustian Finisher. Dec1. Boddington & Ball, 
HUGHES, JOSEPH, Bootle, Lancs, Foreman. Dec1. Bartlett & Berry, Liverpool 
—_ ay Woking, Surrey. Dec 9, Flint & Gardner, St Helen’s pl, 
LEWIS, J: OSEPH, N oble st, Esq Dec 31 Chapple & Co, Carter lane 
Lovnnm, JOSEPH, Birmingham, Retired Boat Builder Dec1 Parr & Hasell, 
MacNavuGut, JOHN, Winchelsea, Victoria, Dector of Medicine Dec 2, St 
— Sladen & Wing, Delahay st, Westminster 
LLIAM ye Southwick cres, Hyde park, Esq Nov «3 
Phillips & Cheesman, H nee 
Massry, J HN, wee Lancs, Labourer Dec3 John Shepherd, Market In- 


epector 
MATTHEWS, bo Babcary, Somerset Dec 2 Paterson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


McLaRen, JAMES StvART, Melbourne, Victoria Dec1i1 Stibbard & Oo, Leaden- 


ARGARET, Weston super Mare. 


Bowsers, 
Man 


RHEAD, THOMAS, Fenton, Stafts, ~, a Victualler. Dec2. Heath, Hanley 
Riwey, THomMas WILLiAM, Forton, Hants, Beer Retailer. Nov 12. Besant & 
Wills, Portsea : 


RAHAM, Farnsfield, Notts, Farmer. Nov 30. J. W. & G. E. 
Kirkland, Southwell 


a 
— JOHN Pavey, Lausanne rd, Peckham, Gent. Nov 30. Sandom & Co, 


SMITHIES, JOSEPH, Elland, Yorks, formerly Worsted Spinner. Nov 23. Rams- 
den & Co, Huddersfield 
ete GEORGE, yy —~y Fish Market, Ice Merchant. Dec24. Powell 


st, 
TATE, WInltaM, ina, te Ironmonger. Nov 30. Balshaw & Hodgkinson, 
TowGoop, EDWARD, Sawston, Cantab, Paper Manufacturer. Dec 14. Holben, 
‘am 
WESL18s, SAMUEL, King’s Norton, Worcestershire,Gent. Nov 10. Reece & Co, 


Woottay, Rt Hon Mary, Viscountess COMBERMERE, Belgrave sq. Dec 10 
Farrer & Oo, Lincoln’s inn fields 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 5. 


BRADNACK, THOMAS, Aston, nr Birmingham. Dec 18. Pointon, Birmingham 
BRENT, ANNA, Heavitree, Devon. Deci. Tozer & Co, Exeter 


Brown, GEORGE JOHN. , Margnest rd, Kentish Town, ~ ee Captain in the Mer- 
cantile Marine. Barlow & James, Lime 
CHAMNEY, E1iza, GambeLige pl, Birkenhead. Dec . Smith & Son, Liverpool 


CrixrGG, THomas, Goole, Hook, Yorks,Gent, Dec4. E. & T. Clark, Snaith 
D1xon, DANIEL, Banbury, Oxon. Dec 24. Dixon, Manchester 
DopGs, CHARLES. —" gamed Dorset, retired Major of the Royal Artillery. Dec 


2. Bollen, Yeo 
dock Colleries, nr St Helens, games. Esq, Deputy 


Evans, JOSEPH, 
Lieutenant, Colliery Proprietor. Dec 20. Davies & Co, Wai 
Dec2. Welsby & 


so JOS&PH, Birkdale, Lancs, Buiider. 


So 
GECE, ADAM, ro The Paragon, Streatham hill, Gent. Dec 9. Montagu, Bucklersbury 
GROUNDWATER, Oscak, Oxford grdns, Notting hill, Gent. Dec 2, Stesvenson & 
Couldwell, Gracechurch s' 
_———, Ronan, Sabden, Lancs, Calico Printer. Dec 2i. Easthams & Aitken, 
Hotiins, CHARLOTTE, Aston, nr Birmingham. Dec 1%, Pointon, Birminghsam 
JEFFERY, WILLIAM, Hubbert’s Bridge, Lincs. Decii. Wright, jun, Boston 
Jeune, BEAUMONT WILSON, Norwich, Carriage Builder. Dec 1. Mills & Reeve, 


Lockwoop, Jou, Bideford, Devon, Minister of the Gospel. Nov25. Rooker & 


McDonaLp, ‘Goan! Huyton, Lancs. Decié. Smith & Son, Liverpool 

NEWTON, ALEXANDER, Bournemouth, Gent. March 25. Bowerman, Gray’s inn 
equare 

Oppy, WiiL14M JoHN, Whittaker st, Sloane sq, Musician. Nov 26. Kent, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

OLIVER, RICHARD ALDWORTH, Sore | End rd, retired Admiral in Royal Navy. 
Dec9. Markby & Co, Coleman 

rae Ves Gloucester ter, "Hyde Park, Dec 16. Kingsford & Co, Essex street, 

POWELL, ELIZABETH, Carterbury. Dec 2. Furley, Canterbury 

REYNOLDS, Linzis, Leiceester. Dec 16. Stavenson & Son, Leicester 

REYNOLDS, Mary Exiza, Brompton sq. Nov 30. Anning, Cheapside 

‘Tuonmeom, gone Blackbeck, nr Beckermont, Cumberland. Nev 30. Brock- 

ven 
Truex, JouN Tuomas, Kippax, Yorks, Farmer. Dec 24. Leatham, Castle- 


TorrinG, ELLEN, Leign, Lancs. Nov 23. Widdows, Leigh 








st 
MELLO, JOHN ARNOLD, Dover, Esq Dec2 Stuart & Tull, Gray’s inn square 


Wisk, GrorGE HENR . Tressilian rd, Kent, in Chief 
inthe Royal Navy. Dec2?. Marsden’& Wilson, Old Uavendish st 
WooLFaLL, Ricuarp, Leominster, Hereford, Gent. Dec 19. Gregg, Leo 











HENRY JONAS, Aujetbary. Plasterer Ayles- | 


JACKSON, JAMES, Hotiiusham, Bociieapet Notting- 
ham *p Ser 4. Ord Nov 4 





ROCKER, 
bu Pet Nové6 Ord 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. LE, WALT SR THOMAS, Rabbs yore Towsley, | KENRICK, JAMES siewane, Coleford, Somerset, 
London Gasette.—-FRIDAY, Nov. 8. enmer Windsor Pet Nov5 Ord N 8 Frome Pet Nové Ord Nov é 
peenran ORDERS. Davis, THOMAS as, Wo rooster, Fr Fruit Merchant re Larsooatne, HARRY, | Torquay, Tailor Exeter Pet 
ANDERSO ENRY, Stansfield ut, Stockwell High Deum otanad, HENRY, Bradford, | McKay, Hvau, Gateshead, Durham, Mineral Water 
Court. pot Oct 17 Ord Nov Oval Merchant’s Manager B bam, Pet Nov 4 ae Neweastle on Tyne Pet Nov 6 
Anaotp, W, Osnaburgh st, seat’s pk, Builder Ord Nov 4 
High Qourt Pet Oct 8 bras Ove a T oes Guidi Fornham All Sainte, Mxip, Gnouos, Kenton Russell eq, Waiter High 
ARCHER, JOSEPH OROWSON, an EORGH TAYLOR, 
Thornton Mills » Leicester, Millers Leicester Pet Rak hear “Bury St Hamunds. Pet | yg Josurn, , Southport, Joiner 
Nov5 Ord N pi ae Liverpool Pet Nové Ord Nov 4 
BALL, JAMES, H igh. Wycombe Bucks, Labourer | GE, het 5 Nottingham, Fishmonger Notting- | Mossy, Birmingham, Coaldealer Bir- 
Aylesbury Pe Pe Nov 4 Ord Nov ova, Ord Nov 4 Pet Oct 33 Ord Nov & 
therland, oe. Mercantile Enoog, Bilston, Staffs, Iron Manufacturer | NICHOLLS, Janes. Commission Agent 
Mae, ivameol PorMers Ord Noro Dudicy Pet Nova Ord Nov 2 Nov 5 Ont Nov 8 

LENNERHASSET, JOHN FREDERICK, Vernon st, King’s ee GxorGs, Macclesfield, Coachbuilder  PILKinerTon, J. Horwich, Lan Bolton 
Geves sa, é Nev 8 Engineer High Oourt let acclestield rt ere Ord ons ie ale Pet Nov's Ord ors Res 
u s, Auction . J. Ondine . . 

URBARD Sir Harry Bart, The Spanish Exhi Hannor, a Tepe i Ord Nov 6 t High Court Pet Aug$ Urd Nov é 
ton, I Karl's court * Tigh h Court Pet Sept 18 Sei FREDERIOK Bradford, Baker | Reporavs, Guonor E., — 
oon’ B ‘ord Pet Nov6é Ord Nové West Bromwich Pet Oot 25 lové 

Epwanp, Stondon, Essex, Farmer | HOLLINGwoRTH port, Boot Maker | S#aw, Epwin, Overmoor, oa, Ses 
OoeShelmatord’ Pes Nov's Ura Nov Liverpool Pet Nov 4” Ord Nov ou Trent Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov ¢ 

Coorrs, WILLIAM, Wrexham, Slater” incatinns Pet | Hows, ee Green st, nr Aittingbourne, Kent, | SIupy, Jamxs, eee, Wate, Bath 

Nov5 Ord Nov 8 Canterbury Pet Noyé Ord Nové Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 
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oxaen, ALFRED, Salop, Boot Maker cereus. Gana. Jo JOHN, and Frank LOVELL Lz, Amherst 
Wrexham Pet Oct 2 Ord Oct 25 Angotp, W., Osnaburgh st t's pk, Builder ey, Builders High Qourt Pet Nov7 Ord 
THLY, Guokcr Hxnzr, Bristol, Grocer Bristol High Court Pet Oct 8 Ord 
Pet Nové Ord Nové ILLIAM, Litherland, ton Mercantile GnoomE, EDWARD Lqteester, Boot Make 
AKEFIELD, GEORGE JizENRY, and JOHN UOLLINS Clerk Liverpool Pet Nové Ord Nové Leicester Pet Nov 60 Ord Nov 
Wicknam, New Brompton, Gillin pom, Kent, | Coox, EDwAzp, Stondon M , Farmer | Hackett, Henry, Li rd, Islington, B Rag Mer. 
meee Rochester Pet 6 Ord e Reed re) Nov6 Ons Nov 6 rea chant t. Gourt ve & ae hit: 
OOPER, WILLIAM, Wrexham, Slater Wrexham HAZLEWOO: ANE, Heath st, Lag! a4 
W. JOHN, and Scott JAMES BREEZE, Coleman st, Nov5 Ord Nov5 Deptford, Oil erchant Greenwich Pet Nov§ 
Court Pet Nové Ord Nové Water THomaAs, Rabbs Farm. Yiowsley, Ord Nov 5 
WEBB, JAMES, , Artist High Court Pet Farmer Windsor Pet Nov5 Gea Bev Hu, nm, Goleorcugh, Blacksmith Lincola 
Nov4 Ord Nov Davis, THomas, Worcester. Fruit Saaees Wor- Pet Nov7 N 
ILKINSON, Ma cester Pet Nové Ord Nove Hoax, Zaay, zh 


r Nottingham 


The pra amended x als is substituted for that 
blished in the London Gazette of Oct 29, 

KosMInsKI, Martin, and Moses Wotr, Cannon st, 

bay mya Furriers High vourt Pet Oct 24 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Watiis, Wmiiam Perer Vosrsr, Royal_crescent, 
ier om rd, Solicitor High ¢ Court Pet Oc Oct 3 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
BakkKER, SAMUEL, Wootton, om. Bede, Farmer Nov 15 
Davis, Joum, TRL “Plinehire Joiner Nov 18 at 
Star Cocoa 


JOSEPH, Pudsey, nke, late Boot Dealer 
Nov 18at3 Off » Manor row, Bredford 
YY, RICHARD ham, Bradford. 
Goal Merchant’ t's Manager” 2 Nov 18 at 3.30 Off 
Ree, 31, Manor row, B: 
—-— JOSEPH. Midori Appenioer Nov 15 
at 12.30 Miller Corbet, Solicitor, Kidderminster 
Evans, JOHN RogsErt, Den Chemist Nov 18 at 
11.30 Bankruptcy Otkee, 5 t chbrs, Chester 
iLL, cK 


FREDERI 'ARMER, Manchester, 
pe Agent Nov_ 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
@ Seg vg oe 4 Nov 16 at 
ILLIAM, onger Nov 16a 

Off Rec. 1 Ce y= pavement, Nottiogham 
GrimorE, W AMES, dstone, Ironworker 


ILLIAM 
Nov 19 at 11 16 Room, 30 and 31, St Swithin’s 


HANsFoRD, GEORGE, ae, Coachbuilder Nov 
18 at 14 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Maccles- 


Stationer Nov 
‘ortugal st, Lin- 


a3 C oachbuilder 


Nov2i at 12? Bankru: dD! P al 
ap Portland ei, House 


Joumusos, GzoRGE Ham™Monp, Canterbu 
Dresser 


Ne Hair 
Nov 15 at 9.30 Off Rec, 5, 


le st, 


JomEs, CHARLES, Kidderminster, Fishmonger Nov 
15 st 12.45 Miller Corbet, solor. Ki dderminster 
Carr iage Manufac- 


bldgs, Portugal 


MaktTIn, ond | Wotr, Cannon st, 
Wholesale Furriers Nov 26 at il Bankruptcy 


Portugal st, Lincoln’s i inn fields 
sanmn Ope Gzorcs, Sollarshope. Hereford- 
shire, Labourer Nov 29 at 10 2, Offa st, Here- 


ford 

Lapscomsz, Harry, Torquay, Tailor Nov 18 at 11 
Off Rec, 13, Bedford cir Ex 

McKay, Hues, Durham, nog = oe Woter 
Manufacturer Nov 2atii Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Morrcustz, Francis Dawson, Reading, Civil En- 
gineer Nov 19 at 12 119, V st, West- 

Osw. Rozzrr, Chesterton, Staffs, Underground 

Manager Nov 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, New 

eastie under L 


Gzoncz Hirzs, Weston super Mare, Builder 
mer 16 at 11.15 Railway Hotel, Weston super 


Bock ae is at 12 Of Rec, 1, High pavement, Not 


Rupp, Kopezt, Kerdal, Photographer Nov 19 at 11 


a, 
Hzszy, Walworth rd, Furnitare Dealer 
La fag ~ dg Lincoln’s inn 


ILLIAM, Ber 
Nov 16 at 11.20 1, Bt 8, Oxford 


i 
i 


Warsos, Svperpsm JOHN UUEBY, late P 
“Te Herne il hill, formerly Surveyor Nov 19 at 12 


st, Lincoln’s inn 
Wann Mim G, st, Demy lane, 
33, Carey st, 


Bickmore 
Nov 19 at 2.0 
Nov 18 at 11 Off 


Lacemakers Novy 12 at 2 


Drury, RICHARD HENRY, radford, 
Goal anaes Manager B: se eedtord’ Ee Pet Nov 4 
ov 
Epwarps, GEORGE WiuL1aM, Fornham, All Sai: 
Suffolk, Wheelwright Bury St. Edmonds Pet 


a Wa oe as Nose! 

ILLIAM, Nottingham, Fishmonger ng- 

ham Pet Nov 4 hag ' +L P 

GOLDSTEIN, MicHAEL ELEAz Hatton Garden 
yy | Merchant High ¢ Court Pot Oct 16 

o 

HANSFORD, GEORGE, Macclesfield, A eemmeecel 

Macclesfield Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 


HAkgzIS, High Oo curt - ow Bond “4 Be ianien 
Agent High Cou 
. FRED FRANCIS, ee, Bater 


ep kl 
OW: OHN, Green urne, Ken nm 
Gan: a ood Nové 


terbury Pet Oct 31 
JACESON, J. Ni Book keeper Not- 
tingham Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 


KENRICK, JAMES HOWARD, Goletord, Somerset, Sur- 
geon ie 4 ye gy we ia 
Kine, JOHN, Islington lanu 
facturer’ High Gourt Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 5 


LirscoMBE, HARRY, pee, Tailor Exeter Pet 


Nov 4 Ord Nov 
ea. J.C.. Michael’s rove, Br Brompton, Gent 


High Court Pet Aug 12 
McKay, Hues, Gateshead, Durbam, _ oem Water 
Manufacturer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 6 


Ord Nov 6 
Mazap, Guoncs, Kenton Lat, Ban sq, Waiter High 
Court 


Pet Nov 4 
ortrack Grange, nr_ Stockton 

Fal Farmer Stockton on Tees Pet Oct 9 ord 
MESSENGER, JOSBPH, the younger, Southport, Joiner 

Liverpool Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 
NICHOLS, JAMES, Manchester, Commission Agent 
Manchester Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 
W. Tobacconist Bir- 


st, Park, 
t28 Ord Nové 
SALBERG, LUDWIG GEORGE, Lead il st, Tobacco 
Merchant High cone” Pet Sept 23 Ord Nové 
SHaw, Epwin, Overmoor, Dilhorn, Staffs, Farmer 

Stoke on Trent PetNov 4 Ord Nov 4 
Gent Kingston, 





4 
Ky a, Se rd, Oilman High Court 


Wakao GrorGE Henry, and JoHN COLLINS 

. WickHamM, New Brompton, | ae . i 
Wheelwrights Rochester Pet Nov 6 
Nov 6 

WHITFIELD, HENRY, and Wyse Heney WHIT- 
FIELD, North Evington, Le 
fact: Leicester 


urers 
WILELNSON, TTHEW. kton on Tees, Carver 
Stockton on Tees a ae, 5 Ord Nov5 


ILLIAMS, JAMES Leatherhead, Surrey 
Woon, tes ye ~ $30, Ora: ae Farmer Notting- 
ham “3 5 ag | Nov5 — 
Woops, Je Trafalgar W 


, Trafal 
Bridge, Old Kent a, Engineer ay Court Pet 


July8 Ord Nov 4 
London Gasette—TUESDAY, Nov. 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


—, aguas, Tonbridge, Builder Tun- 
o° Wen = CNors Ord Nov Portsmouth 
08} (3) ou 
2B Pet Nov ool Wece Cn ov5 P r 
AMES Pratt st, Camden Town 
a Court "Pet Ne Nov?’ Ord Nov art 
Glos, ieour 


rickmaker’s Fore- 
ds Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
ALFRED, Colchester, Butcher 


‘et Nov Nov 
Baap, 20ar Husst, ‘Gur rd, Bethnal Green, 
aa © Pet Noy Ord Nov7 
B atnteter Pat Move a to aienties, 
BROWN, FREDERICK Melton ow ry. 
Saddler Leicester Pet Nov 6 | Ord Nov , 
CaMPKIN, JOHN, 
rington 


Tw y ne War- 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 
Stamford Britge, Yorks, Butcher 


, WILLIAM, 
York Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 
COCKER, 


Manchester 
CoLiign, JOHN, . pay shies, Hotel 
ov 


Sy ig eR 
| Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


Leeds, Farmer Leeds 
Dowson, Jou, 
F s 


ur 
paternal nin, Reem, 








armer 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 
F Seren Fo 


REEMANTLE, AMES, Bisterne, Sou 
man Southampton Pet Nov9 Ord 


ornb Calverley, Yorks, Com- 
Bradford No rd 


Pet Nov7 Ord Nov? 
y Pet 


HORNS, JOSEPH | amir peal Derby, Baker 
susmaned Yeon con Sto t, Borough 
mey st, Borou 
Bases, Fruit 5: Salesman High Court Pet Nov8 


IsRaEL, SUDAN, Widegate st, Bishopsgate st, Biscuit 
Manufacturer h Co’ Gon -— oe = Novs 
nee iy 


Oa ne Bacens Vaverpoot Perio v9 


MANN, JOHN FREDERICK, Stockton on Tee, 
former! yGrocer 5S on Tees Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 6 

EpwIn, sen, Harborn Staffs, 
Fruiterer Birmingham Pet Nov’9 Ord Nov 9 

McOomstrg, ‘~~ Buens, Surbiton, Surrey, 

Seedsman Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov 6 Ord 


Nov6é 
Moraax, JOHN Mokzis, Machen U , Mon, Manu- 
fac’ Newport, Pet Nov 7 


Ord Nov 7 
Moys, EpwAnp, Margate, Butcher Canterbury Pet 


wee, v6 Ora Novs Loota, Cab Proprietor 
a oprie 

s* Rs) Nov7 toni Wov 4 

” Norfolk ot, Dalsto: 


Fuser, B ICHARD WILLIAM, 
Dealer in Boots ots High Court Pet Nov 
PowELL, _ 


on 


erstone, Mon, 
Butcher ‘Newport, ‘Mon "Pet et Hors, Ord, Lak 8 
CHARDS, GEORGE THOMAS, j lonfec- 
tioner Bristol Pet Nov9. ‘Ord er? 
ROGERS, yy CORNELIUS EDWIN, pminghams 
cian Birmingham Pet ee Ord Nov 8 
SmMNETT, WILLIAM, Winshill, Staffs, gavouney 
Burton on Trent’ Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 
DAVID. Yorks, late Farmer 
York Pet Nov 8 Ord Nove 
STONIER. niggeone Wrinehill. Statie, Miller Hanley, 
Burslem, an: ‘Tunstall Bot Nov Ord Nov8 
WARD, Thomas st, Wool- 


auummenaan , 
, Bol Ord 


citor Greenwich Pet Oct 2 


TLR, Josmrn, Beak: » Leeds, Journeyman Gar- 
dener’ Leeds Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 
ELLS, SAMUEL, Leeds, Butcher Tackle Pet Nov9 
“Ord Nov 9 
INTER, Mary Am, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov 


YABSLEY, JOHN, Pal ton, Devon, Builder East 
Stonehouse Pet Novs Ord Novs 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BENJAMIN, Addison rd worth, Nottii 
po age Ren neee Nov 22 at 12 33, Carey at, 
Lieadetin 
ARCHER, Pag Crowson, and GEORGE TAYLOR, 
Thorn ee Nov 19 at 12.80 
a. hee 34, Friar lane, cester 
JAMES, High W- aoe Sade, Labourer 
= *. 19 ati2 1, st ~~ nt xfor 
rt, Printer Nov 25 at 3.30 


ERT EDWARD, Lydney, Glos, Grocer 
“Nov aL at at 12. 12.30 Off Rec, 12, Tredegar pl, New- 
port, 

BROOKER, WiLLUM, Strood, Kent, nee Dec 
2at12.30 Off Rec, High st, Roches 

Brown, FREDERICK | ~ ey ony * owbr ay, 

Nov 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 


Cameare, yin Dutton, Cheshire, Farmer Nov 19 
ft Ree, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Man- 


¥ Sruaee, Dumpton 
gate Nov 21 at 12.15 72, High st, 


Coe, YY, Manchester, General Finisher Nov 
21 a —, Off ee: Ogden’s chmbrs, Briige st, 
r 


Manc'! 
CoLLigR, JOH dington, Derbyshire, Hotel 
Kee Nov 19 Ar 0: , St James’s chmbrs, 
Coox, JouN, Bardney, Lincs Gotta er Novi at 12 
Of ‘al, Bilver st, Lincol ’ 
Down Joun, Cockerton. = "Darlington, Farmer 
Nov a 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 


GARTHWAITS, WILLIAM, New Clee, Lincs, Photo- 
grapher Nov 20 at 11 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt 


GEORGE, Berks ey, Siamese Nov 
21 at 12 . 
GITTINGS, mace sien Tron Manufacturer 
irmingham 


reelocster, Boot Maker 
“Wer 90 at % Ott Oe net, De » Lelooster 
y ~7-5 Buckingham mews, 
Colville’ xd, tr Notetoe bl, Cat iropsteto r Nov 32 
, Carey ’ 
Harz, Epwaap Jonny, Tue Brook, Liver Late 
Assistan ry of Mersey and 
ool Nov @iats Off Reo, 


Harbour a ty Liv 
86, Victoria st, verpeaa 





late 











a 












889. 
————i 


auherst 
ov7 


ot Maker 
Rag Mer. 


78 
1er’s hill, 


Pet Nov 


Lincola 


Co 
= Nov? 


rby Pet 


Borough 
‘et Nov 


» Biscuit 
rd Novg 
iverpool, 
‘et Novg 


s 
et Nové 


ffs. late 
‘an ov9 
urrey, 

+6 Ord 
1, Manu- 
it Nov 7 
ury Pet 
oprietor 


Dalsto: 
t Nov é 


Mon, 
‘d Novs 
Confec- 
ingham, 
l Nov 8° 
abourer 
Farmer 
Hanley, 
lov 8 
_ Wool- 
6 Ord 
un Gar- 
t Nov9 
f Pet 


East 


otti: 
rey st, 


'AYLOR, 
i 12.80 


bourer 
at 3.30 


Grocer 
, New- 


i Dec 


bray, 
r lane, 


Nov 19 
an- 


itcher 


npton 
igh st, 


' Nov 
ge at, 


Hotel 
mbrs, 


at 12 


armer 
ddies- 


hoto- 
st, Gt 


Nov 
turer 
Maker 
er 
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Hatsey, W. Watford, Herts, Formerly Mineral 
Y "Nov 22 at 11.30" George 


Man 
Annesley, solicitor, St Albans 
Hioxs, WILLIAM xD0s, B ham, Baker Nov 
21 at 11 SS, Ootmone row, Bi m 
HO, Wirazax, Gaines h, Blac th Novy 2t 
at 12.30 Off , 81, Silver st, Lincoln 
HovecHR, ok FRANCIS, Bradford, Baker Nov 
at ii Off Feo, 5 , 31, 1, Manor row: a ee 
HENRY, verley, Yor iom- 
Ho%mlssion , —] ame 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor 
mene vou ion st, nr Sittingbourne, Kent, Sur- 
Nov 22 at 9.30 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canter- 


N, JOHN THOMAS, Woburn Sands, Beds, 
Hommicher Nov @i at 11.30 Of Rec, Luton, Beds” 
Kennick, JAMEs Howarp, Coleford, 4 Sen, Sur- 

Nov 27 at 12,30 Off Rec, Bank chambers, 


RED HENRY, Bedale, Vets, Excise 
MMOficer Nov at at ti Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Fo ema 


Tomas ROWLAND, Stockton on ay Book- 
Lees Clerk, Nov 21 at 11 Off Reo, 8, Albert 


rd, oe ry 
iN, SARAH JANE, Durham, Chemist Nov 19 

at 3.45 Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 
MAINWARING, Many ANN, ‘ea Publican 
Nov 22 at 10.30 Off Rec, Du: 
on = . Merchant Nov 277 


McEWEN, a 
at 12 Carey 
= ~ itockton on Tees, 


Megx, JAMES, Portrack 
Farmer Nov 21 at 11.30 _ 8, Albert 3 
Middles h 


OSEPH, the younger, Southport, Joiner 


Nov 20at 2 Of 36, Victoria st, Liverpo 
“ 4 JOHN m omnes Me en omist "Nov and Yayeiée. 
ov 2t ati2 Off 


oerbionn ee New rt, M 
te, Butcher 
i I1CHOLS, oan , Se Commission Agent 
Novi9at3 Off Rec, Ogden’ 's chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 


PARKINSON, WILLIAM FREDERICK, and TERESA 
‘ADELAIDE PARKINSON, Blackburn, Pawnbrokers 
court Blackburn 


Nov 2i at4 53, 


, 
PILEINGTON, JAMES, Horwi Lan Grocer Nov 
19 at 11 73S Wood st, Walton eee b 
UBERT ne, on, 
Butcher Nov 21 ati of Rec, 12, Tredegar pl, 


Newport, 
GEO Bon THOMAS, jun, Peteel Conterienet 
Nov 27 at 11.30 Lf. Bank ch reo 


GEORGE, Redhill 8 pk, 
paid Nov 21 Nat’ 12 33, Carey st, Linco! 


SHEVILL, JO: mu, Leeds, Earthenware Dealer Nov 20 
atit Off Rec, 22, i row, 
SHORTEL, NicHoLas, Liverpool, Boot Denise Nov 20 
at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo! 
SiLBy, JAMES, Westbury, 1 Wiltz, “Tronmonger Nov 
97at1 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, — 
Wit11AM, Luton, Beds, w Hat Manou- 
pone Nov 21 at it Ot Reo Pari at West, 


Luton 
SairH, DAVID, Siehtinghall, Yor, late Farmer Nov 
92 at 11.30 28, Stonegate, Yor) 
SractE, FREDERICK, Ashton, = Rotherham, late 
gross Nov 20 at 10.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
ie! 
Srupss, Henry, Roupell st, Lambeth, Carman Nov 
96 at 11 33, Oarey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
waxy, GEORGE HENRY, Bristol, Grocer Nov 27 at 
Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
TockEn, GEORGE Epwakp WILLIAM, h st, Put- 
ney, Plumber Nov 20 at 3 119, ictoria st, 
Westminster 


jussex, Pharmaceu 
Bankruptey bidgs, Pineal st, Lin 
Samus, Edgware rd, Oilman = 22 at 11 
Rates bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 





, GeorGe Henry, and JoHn OOLLINs 
WICKHAM, New Brompton, Gillingham. Kent, 
ts Dec 2 ai 11.80 off “Ree, High st, 


ooo 
ILKINSON, Htockcbon on Tees, Carver 
Nov 21 att On TEGH hes, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 


Wom, Tomas, Muston, Leics, Farmer Nov 19 at 
Off Ree, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bat, Jamas, High Wycombe, —1 pad Labourer 
Aylesbury Pet Oct nA Ord Nov7 
ARFOOT, WILLIAM, Gosport, Printer Portsmouth 
Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 
Bassam, JAMES 


| w. 


WILLIAM, Pratt st, Camden Zows, 

Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
BENTON, JAM&S, Sickleholme, Bamford, nr Hather- 
— Farmer Stockport Pet Oct 2 


ae SORE, W Bt Beiniunds t, Suffolk, Brickmaker’s Fore- 

Pet Novs Ord Novs 

Boys. y- 4 Colchester, Butcher 
Pet Nov 7 Ord wee 


Grove rd, Bethnal Green, 


B JOHN HENRY, 
Builder High Gourt Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov? 
tamford Bridge, Yorks, Butcher 


CLARKE, Secseee fee 
York Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 


COLLIER, JOHN, pane. Hotel 
Keeper Derby Pet Nov2 Ord 
Drxon, THOMAS, ~ nr Leeds, Farmer Leeds 
et Nov7 Ord Nov 


Dowson, JOHN, Sookerto nr Darlington, Farmer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Nov 


7 Ord Nov ties 

FREEMANTLE, J. Bitterne, Southampton, Post- 
man Genthampten Base: Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Brooker, WILLIAM, Kent, Blacksmith 
Rochester ove Toad Novs 

HARRISON, FRANCIS, Posten, Lincs, Plumber Boston 
Pet Oct 25 Ord ed 

Haztewoop, Mary JANE, Heath st, Tanuer’s hill, 
Deere, Oil Merchant Greenwich Pet Nov5 

ov 


HitL, WILLIAM, Satebercugh, Blacksmith Lincoln 
Pet Nov7 ye Nov7 

Horn, Henry, Thornbury, Calverley, Yorks, Com- 
mission Agent “Bradford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 

Hose, JOSEPH BAWDEN, Derby, Baker Derby Pet 


Ord Nov 8 
ton, Toy Dealer South- 
Nov7 
Stoney st, Boroug 
High Court Pet Nore 8 


Nov 

MacpgrMOT, JOHN CHARLES, Ryde, I. Ph Hotel 
de Pet Oct 17 17. Ord Nov 

MANN, JOHN CK, 8 
Grocer 8S 


tockton on Tees, formerly 
on'Tees Pet Nové Ord Nové 
— "> —— a, Surbiton, 
Pet Nové Ord Nev9 


Dealer Bir- 
Pet Oot 88 aa 
itcher 4 «“terbury Pet 
magne /HARLES, Y iii santa, Cab Proprietor 
Leeds Pet Nov7 Ord Nov - 


Pearcy, RicHaAaRD WILLIAM, Norfolk rd, Dalston, 
late Dealer in Boots High Court Pet Nov 8 
Ord Nov 8 

REDGRAVE, GrorGE E., Smethwick, Staffs, Auc- 
ay West Bromwich Pet Oct 2% Ord 


Nov 
aucmame NIcHo3as, Live pou Boot Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet Oct19 Ord 
SIMNETT, Winshill Staffs, Labourer 
Burton * Pet Nov § Ord Nov 8 
Cure. DANID, | Sicklinghall, Yorks, late Farmer 
Wee Staifs, Miller Hankey. 
Pet Novs Ord Nov 


ALFRED + ali Salop, Boot Saber 
Pot Oct 38, Ord Nov 7 
5 taal 








JOSEP! Gardener 
Pet Nov Samy 9 rue 
EDWARD WILLIAM, High st, Put- 








ney, renee Wandsworth Pet Oct9 Ord 

ov 

WELLS, Samuzt, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 


INTER, Mary Ann, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Nov 7 Ord Nov7 


BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 


el Rospert MupGce, Oanonbury rae, 
m, Civil High Court A 
uae 10, 1887 Anaul Nov 1 ad 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov 20.—Messrs. Epwix & BOUSFIELD, at the 
Mart, E.C., at two ‘clog, Shares in tho ua Life 
Go. (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 


Investments (s00 


—Messrs. F. 
Co., at the Mart. E.C., 
vertisement, Nov 2, p. 6). 





The Subscription to to the Souicrrors’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28%.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





CONTENTS. 
CURRENT TOPIOS .cccccsces cocscocencces treseesees 
HEARING IN CAMERA 


TES Weak ov sus Qovarr 
1 Go Counts aim ormmn 


LEGISLATION OF THE man 
PRD nvintescsncceesdetescdtoceasse tesbas bcuccto 
CORRESPONDENCE ltd Rte a ed ee 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL ...c0.cccsescemscceescecs 
Law Socrerres 
NEw ORDERs, &0. 
LeeaL News 

Court PAPERS 
WINDING-UP NOTICES... ..cc0e--scce secesencsescce 
CREDITORS’ NOTIOBS...0.- 00 vecesece seeccecccceesece 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES oe 














TPES PCRs OEE ESE TEES SESS HOOT Fees 


PPP PIP ee rei eed 


FOSS Te eee HS SEe Coe eewT ee eeE see eeee 


Z2eeseseseteese &B 





Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, i 
ts requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher, 

















THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, 


LIMITED. 


Labor omnibus  unus-—Georgicon, Lib. IV. 


Ataxamene Crossman, Esq. (Messrs, Crossman & 


press GAnee, Esq. (Messrs. Pemberton & Garth), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s- 


Henry Epwasp Gripnie, 
Bedford-row, W.C., and 


Joun ARTHUR ILIFFE, Esq. cer liiffe, Henley, & Sweet), 2, Bedford-row, W.0. 


ne OBJECT OF THE BOOTETY i is to enable Solicitors, by co-operation 
efficiency in all branches of their Law 
arising therefrom 


ong themselves, to ensure the highest 
Btatlonery work, “ona to > ohare in the profits 


ge PROFITS + are 


tors whose 


divided between 


12, 


. (Messrs. Torr, Jan Gribble, & Oddie), 
if; Parliament-atieet, SW)” ms 


aside a reserve and a 6 aye wt ty php cumulative ay 4 
a) 6) Customers, 


DIRECTORS: _ 
Prichard), 16, Theobald’s- 


aictien 


RICHARD 


whole ro 
In ad 








ROWLEY PARKER, Esq. (Messrs. 
ia proweoare, Carey-street, W.C., 


PENNINGTO 
64, Lincoln's. innfielda 


Guongx Epw EpWAgp Aap Lage, Hea. (Messrs. Lake, Beaumont, & Lake),'10, New-square, 


3 Bridgs-strvet, Weetminaver, 


Fes. | Messrs. Cookson, Wainewright, & Pennington), 


former havo recetved 12 per cent, in all, after which such Customers take the 


dition, LIBERAL DISOOUNTS are allo 
and x Society supplies goods on account and 


delivery, 
accounts amount to £100 per annum a yaa until the pe.) Lists forwarded post-free on application to the Secretary, W, H. 5, 


NEW COURT, CAREY STREET, W.C., anv 49, BEDFORD ROW, W.C. 


as shewn in the Price List, 
requiring payments 
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RTNERSHIP.—An energetic -business 

man can introduce £15,000 to £20,000 in a sound 

wholesale business or manufac 

ay — but capable of extension by ad 

ise; no agente. —Address, in confi le 

Ver, Address and Inquiry Office, ‘‘The Times” 
Office, E.0. 








AW PARTNERSHIP or SUCCESSION. 
= 4 Solicitor admitted Hilary. 1887, having had 


; prin 
. H., of Messrs. cent 
Co., 4, Miles lane, U pper or Thamee-strest, E. 
Ae —- —Great Saving.— Abstracts ied at 
ace 2," sheet; Drafts, _ and Brie 
Deeds pe gh 
= pers io net. KERE 
4, Chancery. 


on & 








AW.—To Coun Solicitors. —Man: 
Lj” a long po ta aging 


quires Reengascment, unadmitted ; mid — 
Z. (No. 2,432), 10, ‘Wellington-street, Strand, W.O. 


& LANHAM, 3, Chichester La’ 
W.O. 


CLASSES for FINAL and Hopogne. mi BXAMl 
NATIONS are taken personally f 


M#,,c80. 1 F. HUGGINS (First in Ficst 
np, Sates. 1880, and ieee | of 
“ Glement’s-tan Fi Gold 


and Birmingham 
tion.—: tad 
= oe 2 7 oatal Preparation —i Particulars, 
Examina’ 


Feith 
RESULTS.—. "last 11 ory-lanics WO 
and Honours. In 1888, 105 out of 114 


them obtained Honours. 
as on in the 


ome y md 2 of the 5 Special 
ir 9 
ob cnteee l 











ANTED, a Solicitor to to Australia 


& Oabttno, 1, Bichiviens, EO. 


A SOLIOITOR of a os and long experi- 

ence as & Law Coach Reads eer 
igenda p dicteeed to on, Shorthand 
treet, London, B.0. — 


ere ee oem ndertakes ating, a 
up » pre- 
anid, Succession Duty Accounts ; Ss Sains a 
Sup; terms moderate. 

thews, Drew, & OCo., 10, Gray’s-inn- 





¢ 
ae 


i, 








a 





Place, W.C. 


OLICITOR Recommends a Home for 
| Ege me A gener ens eating nome 
—KEnr, Mess. Lo Lor at" Bon —¥y & Pitfield, roterence 
, vi oJ 
inn-square, W. 


M*. MEADOWS, Solictien, 42, Duncan- 
Islington, N + Author of 











OFFICES ered 
The only acknow! Establishment in 

City of London (vide press it leune alae 
secret enquiries by ale and Male ree, 


Rigi, fucerapiie Addrom, bustanon Lamon.” 


London, E.O. 








or NERVOUS DE- 





“EONDON ana COUNTRY ADV CRTiSEMENT 
0) No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, 





Ta =E 








REEVES & TURNER, 


LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Léraries Valued or Purchased. 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text- 
books always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 





Just published at 6s. 
HE LAW of LIBEL in the RELATION 
Pm yy per ee 
ing on the su meee. By GH M.A., 


REEVES & TURNER, 100, Chancery-lane, London. 
payee CLUB LAW.—SECOND 2 aRTEON. 


LUB LAW and the LAW of UNEEGIS- 


SOCIETIES: a Hand- 
CSP ag My eR id 


and 
feces i borers Fe 
&c. By DOMINIOK DALY, of the I 
Teosle tad Circuit, Barrister - at - Law. 





Second Edition, 
London: BUrrEnworras, 1, Fleet-street, 
ue ~~ saad 





inGt LEGISLATION, 
erman Mercantile 

La Tae 

lows! ting to Ma pate tec By ERNEST 


: LONGMANS, GREEN, & Co. 





(Corp CATOHING) O COLD PREVENT- 
ING, COLD CURING. 
a 


« book fr every house, 
J. eel cateinie —— % and 43, Theondvoedic- 








Dr. J. SHERMAN. 
used for its ite 
&e.—. & Lone 


RUPTURE: Te *Padical Cure: An 
be relieved and resto a gaye pte gr 
torture from trusses protection. 
London: Grsps, Smrrn, & Oo., 10, High Holborn, 
OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, So 
i HENRY SOTHERAN 
Oy emalier collectians of Boake, te tom 
Se aE cpantay, 


Rly Ra 
fee hn Uae am ee 


Zz Zz. 


ZRMEBBRISBTY- 
“BRANTHW ALT E” 
















EQUITY 


S NomNr, 00K. CORPORATION £3 





























ao poate of Bete =o cae Policies 
=. Feosive 1 ti) 
above um of SHEFF! RPORATION 
PStinimum price of issue, £100 per, cent. Actual a 
seagate nk alia 
by their London Agents, Messrs. Glyn, Age 
C0. 61 , Lombard-street. at Entry 
sum less than £50 of Stock will be allotted, 
any amount in exooss of that sum must be « mul 
ae 
o*Under the this Stock isan availabe — oC 
an availa estment 
at forbidden by iH 
instrument creating his trust to vest in Oorp 40 
Forms of prospectus, kc. and all information 4 
. FISHER TASKER, Registrar, ——— 
Sheffield, 16th August, 1889. — ~ 
‘ 
—_ i fficient 
a. Legal and other f gafliciee 
dong made lta aon th, Oxford C V 
avenue (opposite Great Portland-street). J AR 
y’ you want Money without Fees—amoun 
Pb Li nahn app! elsewhere see Mr 
. Gare, personally if ible, 43, Great To AUTL! 
< 
ESTABLISHED 1861. SUBS 
IRKBEOK This C 
of Amer 
of money 
Tt act. 
private t 
Its bu 
am ) States of 
Annuities. Letterso It iss 
The BIRE ROMAN ACK, with full parting, ™"*Y ° 









lars, post-tioe FRANCIS RAVENSOROFT, Manager. an - 
rT 4 
manna, JOHNSON & D¥YMOND 

Plate, Wi announce sont, Seats Sales by Auction 
Se, ape held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
“The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this Teady means 
for the disposal of Property of deceased and other 


vee {esa J.D. are enabled fo include tive Fam THE 


P 
to 

















M. 
an 
CLE 
TT 
of 
“Ww 
EDE AND SON, able t 
of gi 
ROBE feet MAKERS,| 
Nov., 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, pal 
Lord Chan: the Whole of not 
we ey Sal'Bonch, uch, Gorporation of = &o. the 1 
ROBES FOR ee es COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. GO 
SOLIGITORS’ GOWNS. 1 
La and f ] 
iw Wigs i Goyne ot Reaietwere, Town Clerks, 

CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. LI 

94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 

EZOMES. LI 


PATIENTS REOBIVED PRIVATELY OR UNDER THE “ INEBRIATES ACTS.” . 





___ High Shot House, Twickenham. — 
Medical Attendant—Dr. PRIESTLEY. 


LADIES. 





Coleman Hill House, Halesowen, Worcestershire. 








For Terms and Prospectus apply to BRANTHWAITE & BOORNE, 


i 


Licensees—HARRISON BRANTHWALTE, ¥.R.0.8, Ed., and Mrs. 





at Terms come, and | Prospectus apply to HARRISON BRANTHWAIT# 


R.O8., Resident Medical Superintendent. _ 





Telegraphic Addrese~” Braunoones, TWICKENHAM.” 





Telegraphic Address—“ BBANTHWAITS, HALEQOWEN.”’ 


